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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE
DEERFIELD, OHIO

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) held a public comment
period from February 12, 1988 through March 21, 1988, for interested
parties to comment on U.S. EPA's Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan
(dated February 12, 1988) for the Summit National Site. During the public
comment period, the U.S. EPA held a public meeting at the American Legion
Hall in Deerfield, Ohio, on February 29, 1988. The purpose of the
public comment period is to provide an opportunity for citizens, state
and local officials, Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) and other
interested and affected parties, regarding the selected remedial
alternative for the Summit National Site. This Responsiveness Summary
summarizes the major issues raised by the public and addresses them as
part of the Record of Decision (ROD) process.

The Responsiveness Summary is divided into three major sections that
address general and specific comments received from the Public, State,
and PRPs.

I.

Public Comments on the Remedial Alternatives - Community Concerns
Nine community groups submitted written comments to U.S. EPA during
the public comment period: Kent Environmental Council, Deerfield
Township, Citizens Actively Protecting Sites, Mrs. P. King, Mrs. A,
Turnball, Mr. and Mrs. Huchok, Mr, T. Edward, Mr. R. Ringen, and
Mrs. Doris Carver,

The comments are organized and addressed according to the following
categories:

Start-Up of Remedial Action
Comment :

In general, the community is concerned that one and one half
years is too late to start cleaning up the Summit National Site.
They request that U.S. EPA initiate the clean-up as soon as
possible and that the removal of drums be the top priority.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Once the remedial alternative is selected and finalized with the
signing of the ROD, U.S. EPA is required by the law to notify the
Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) and reach an agreement within
120 days that will provide the PRPs the opportunity to undertake the
selected remedy. If negotiations with the PRPs fail, then U.S. EPA
will fund the clean-up while litigation continues. The average time
frame for a complex site such as Summit National, is approximately 15
months. The Summit National Site is a very complex project and any
remedial action must be designed and planned carefully to avoid any
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adverse impacts during its implementation. The selected alternative
does include the removal of drums. Currently, drum contents are not
migrating from the site. In the event that drums are suspected of
leaking and threatening water supplies at any time prior to
implementation of the selected remedial action, U.S. EPA has the
authority to take action. U.S. EPA is currently considering a
monitoring program to detect such an event. This proposed monitoring
program would be in operation until and during remedial action at the
Summit National Site.

Emission Controls on the Incinerator
Comment :

An environmental group questioned if the proposed incinerator had any
emissions control.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The on-site incinerator will be designed so that all applicable
requirements, State and Federal regulations listed on Table 6-1 of the
Feasibility Study (FS) and Table 4 of the Record of Decision will be
met (i.e., Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Clean Air
Act). The emission control system for an incinerator typically
consists of a gas scrubber system and a particulates scrubber system
as shown on the attached schematic (Figure 1). Exhaust gases from the
kiln enter a secondary chamber afterburner operating at temperatures
between 1400°F and 2400°F to complete oxidation of the combustible
waste. Prior to release to the atmosphere, exhaust gases from the
afterburner pass through air pollution control units for particulate
and acid gas removal. All of the existing mobile rotary kiln systems
use a scrubber as part of their air pollution control system. General
operating standards for incinerators treating hazardous waste are
outlined by federal regulations contained in 40 CFR 265, Subpart 0 of
RCRA (FIGURE 1).

Groundwater and Surface Water Treatment Process
Comment:

Local environmental groups questioned whether the treatment process
and if such process complies with water quality standards and the Safe
Drinking Water Act.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The surface water and groundwater treatment system will be designed to
remove both organic and inorganic contamination. This system will
include physical and chemical treatment technologies. The used
activated carbon units resulting from the treatment process will be
disposed as a hazardous waste according to federal hazardous disposal
standards. The treatment process itself is not regulated by the Safe
Drinking Water Act since its effluent is not a drinking water source.
The discharge of the treated water will meet the water standards or
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limits set forth under the National Pollution Discharge and
Elimination System. The treatment system could cease to operate once
the upper intermediate aquifer is restored in approximately 5 to 10
years based on data obtained during the Remedial Imnvestigation (RI).
Standards under the Clean Water Act would have to be met at this time.

. Concerns About Drinking Water lies
Comment:

Many citizens are unhappy about the existence of dumps in the

area ard how it is affecting their residential wells. One resident
requested a Federal and State grant to install an alternate water
supply to residents in Deerfield, Chio.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The U.S. EPA gives high priority to cleaning up facilities where the
release of hazardous substances has contaminated drinking water
supplies. The Summit National Site has released contaminants into the
grourdwater, but has not affected the surrounding residential water
supplies. If these residential wells became affected by the site,
then U.S. EPA has the authority to evaluate response actions that may
include a provision for an alternate water supply. The proposed
groundwater monitoring program would detect contaminant mlgratlon to
local residential wells. The Ohio Department of Health (OIH) is
currently developing a protocol to address individual requests for
private well sampling. Citizens interested in finding ocut more
information about ODH's efforts, should contact that agency.

. Who are the Responsible Parties?
Camment:

The commmnity requested a list of the responsible parties.

U.S. FPA's Response:

A list of the potentlally responsible parties identified and notified
by the U.S. EPA is 1r1corporatedinﬂ1eAdm1nlstrat1veRecord This
administrative record is available both in the repository located

in the U.S. Deerfield Post Office and the regional offices in Chicago,
Illinois.

. Concerns About Wildlife

Comment ¢

A resident asked if wildlife is affected by the Summit National
Site.
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U.S. EPA's Response:

During the course of the Remedial Investigation, there was no wildlife
observed at the Summit National Site. The site area is fenced and
therefore limits access to animals. In addition, no aquatic life was
observed in the on-site ponds or nearby ditches.

. Past Mining Activities
Comment:

One resident asked how far the 01d Strip Mine extended.

U.S.EPA's Response:

The area of Portage County surrounding the Summit National site, has
been strip mined extensively in the past. The strip mine pits in the
immediate area of the site are located on the southern half of the
site as well as two identified areas south of the site where the
closed landfill is now located. The approximate locations of the
former strip mine pits covered by the landfill are shown on Figure 4-
34 of the RI report.

. Surface Water Concerns

Comment:

A citizen suggested a different route to trap surface water from going
to the Berlin Reservoir.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The proposed discharge point for treated water will comply with the
technical requirements of NPDES and is approximately 3,000 feet
southeast of the site. Though this discharge is in the watershed
where the Berlin Reservoir lies, the amount and quality of the
discharge water will not impact the Berlin Reservoir.

. Inorganic Contamination
Comment:

One resident asked what inorganic compounds were detected at the
Summit National Site.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The inorganic contaminants detected in each media are presented in the
Remedial Investigation Report Volumes I and II. A summary of the
major inorganic contaminants in each media is presented in Attachment
3 of this document.
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.0hio Environmental Protection Agency Comments

U.S. EPA received comments from the Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency on March 15, 1988. U.S. EPA has taken the State's comments and
organized them into four main subject cateqories to facilitate
response and account for any repetition of comments. The categories
are as follows: A. Public Health Evaluation B. Soils and Sediments
C. Remedial Action and D. Selected Alternative.

Public Health Evaluation
Indicator Chemical Selection:

The commenter suggests that the methodology used to select indicator
chemicals deviates from the Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The methodology used to select indicator chemicals generally

follows the guidance in the Superfund Public Health Evaluation

Manual (EPA 1986) and the Endangerment Assessment Handbook (PRC,
1985). The Superfund Public Health Evaluation manual provides
guidance in developing a Public Health Evaluation at Superfund

sites. Citing the manual's preface, it is designed to be

flexible allowing the use of professional judgement. The manual
provides a range of procedures that may be applicable at any
particular site. The procedure employed, which selected

chemicals of concern for each medium being evaluated rather than one
master 1ist, allowed for evaluation of the greatest potential risk
associated with any particular exposure pathway involving that medium.
This approach is most useful at sites such as Summit National where a
very large number of chemicals have been detected in different media
at different concentrations and occurrence frequency. The various
technologies that make up a remedial alternative will be screened and
selected to remediate contamination on a media-specific basis. A
multi-media 1ist of indicator chemicals would indicate that chemical
compounds detected in all media occurred in similar concentrations,
frequency, and representativeness. This is not the case at the
Summit National Site. For instance, PCBs were detected in soils and
chosen as an indicator. Since PCBs were not detected in

groundwater, using this parameter as an indicator chemical in
groundwater would be of no use.

Qualitative Risks:

The commenter suggests qualitative statements of risk should be made
for those scenarios that can not be evaluated quantitatively.




U.S. EPA's Response:

Quantitative risks for groundwater are presented in the RI/FS based on
future use assuming no action and the concentrations remain as they
are now. The selected alternative provides a groundwater treatment
technology that eliminates these risks. Therefore, no additional
qualitative risk calculations for groundwater would be necessary.
Chemicals of concern in groundwater may present a risk to residents in
the future if they migrate to residential wells. As a worst case, it
could be assumed that the concentrations of indicator chemicals being
measured in monitoring wells are future concentrations in residential
wells. However, because the private wells are mostly open boreholes
in bedrock, chemicals from the water-table and intermediate unit could
potentially mix with water from the deeper aquifers at these
locations.

There are several exposure routes that could be considered complete
and could produce significant risk if the spread of contamination is
not adequately contained by the remedial actions. Since
concentrations of contaminants are low for quantitative risk
assessments for contaminants that might migrate along these routes,
qualitative statements of risk are included below to help identify the
potential areas where future risk could increase in a no action
scenario,

There is a possible subsurface hydraulic connection for contaminated
surface water to move southeast along the old stream course from the
first impoundment to the second impoundment below the Jones (Manfredi)
landfill. If significant release of contaminants were to occur, those
waters could carry contaminants from the site into the Berlin
Reservoir via a surface water connection from the second impoundment.
It is likely that dilution in the reservoir basin would reduce the
threat of siginificant exposure for cities using that water supply.
However, this route is a potential risk to the populations of the
cities and counties that rely on the waters of Berlin Reservoir for a
drinking water supply.

Since some of the soils on the site are known to be highly
contaminated, an exposure route exists through the movement of
fugitive dusts from the site. Dust movement would be particularly
significant during any construction activity as was noted in the RI.
It is also possible that significant dust movement can and does occur
during high wind conditions. The vegetative cover on the site is poor
and large areas of the site are bare. If the site is left uncapped,
local residents could be at some risk from exposure to dusts blown
past the site boundaries. Because construction is not a long term
activity, potential exposure to fugitive dust would occur only over a
short time period. This occurrence will be monitored closely and the
necessary precautions will be taken during the implementation of the
Remedial Action.
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Currently, the area of contamination in the groundwater appears to be
localized in the upper aquifers almost entirely beneath the site. If
contaminants are liberated from remaining contamination in soils or if
drums of waste are not removed from the site, there is a potential
risk to groundwater resources that might become contaminated. Since
the groundwater hydrology beneath the site is not entirely defined, it
is possible that pathways exist for contaminant movement into drinking
water wells. Many of the area wells are open boreholes in rock so it
is possible that residential wells could act as a conduit for
contaminant migration to the deeper aquifer. Past mining activities
at the site may also have left conditions that could allow future
migration of contaminants to deeper strata. If conditions at the site
are not adequately remedied, it is possible that residents outside of
the site boundary could be exposed to site related contamination
through future leaching and movement of contaminants in groundwater.

Qualitative risk assessments for surface water in the second
impoundment and the Berlin Reservoir were considered but not performed
since no direct surface hydraulic connection was able to be made
between the site and these two surface water bodies. As stated in the
RI, contaminants from the site that may discharge into the Berlin
Reservoir via groundwater are further diluted by surface water in the
reservoir prior to a water supply intake, to concentrations that are
well below achievable detection limits. Therefore, the Summit
National site would have no impact on public health from use of water
obtained from the current water supply intake from the Berlin
Reservoir. It was concluded that contamination in the second
impoundment is potentially more affected by the landfill operation and
the adjacent spoil piles than by the site.

. Soil and Sediments

Definition of "Hot Spot" Soils:

The commenter suggests that the areas subject to soil treatment have
not been defined adequately.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The "hot spot" scenario was based on achieving an acceptable level of
protectjon by reducing the residual risk associated with the site of

2 X 10-4 to 3 X 10-5.  The selection of soil block units represented a
balance between protectiveness, cost effectiveness, and implement-
ability. The rationale for selection was set at cells exceeding the
upperbound cancer risks of 1 X 10-5. The initial 27,000 c.y.
represented an economic cost removal scenario with a residual risk of
3 X 10-5. After reviewing the soil blocks units, further
consideration has been given to those isolated soil block units that
exceed 1 X 107°. As a result, a new "hot spot" scenario has been
developed reducing the residual risk to 2 X 10-5. The total volume of
“hot spot” soils is 32,000 c.y. which includes approximately 3,000
c.y. of off site soils along the eastern and southern perimeter.
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This soil removal scenario is depicted in Figure 2. The additional
costs associated with incinerating, and handling the soils is
$1,000,000.

Soil Leachability:

The commenter suggests that a more protective alternative be developed
based on potential leaching of soils units.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Alternative 7 Incineration of A1l Unconsolidated Material as presented
in the FS, is a more complex alternative but not necessarily a more
protective alternative. This alternative would eliminate all leaching
of soil and could be considered as a clean closure option. However,
this level of action does not necessarily provide additional
environmental benefits or protectiveness.

The selected remedial alternative includes a controlled system
consisting of a multi-layer cap, slurry wall, and groundwater pumping
to achieve gradient control. These components will minimize water
passing through the residual contaminated soil blocks, therefore
minimizing leaching. The commenters specific statements concerning
lTeaching of antimony to groundwater were not accurate. The RI states
that antimony is mobile once in groundwater because of its solubility.
It also states that sorption to clays and metal oxides is the most
important mechanism for removing antimony from natural waste. This
characteristic would seem not to favor leaching.

Soil Clean-up Levels:

The commenter questions how the evaluation of soil blocks are related
to clean-up target levels for soils and sediments.

U.S. EPA's Response:

As explained in Appendix A of the RI (page A-1), the cancer risks
associated with soil blocks were estimated by comparing the
concentrations of the indicator chemicals present in a soil block to
those representing a range of lifetime upperbound cancer risks, as
indicated in Table 3-2 of the FS. A cancer risk was then extrapolated
for the concentration present in the soil block. The cancer risks for
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each individual indicator chemical were then summed arithmetically to
develop a total upperbound lifetime cancer risk for the soil block
being analyzed. An example calculation for cell block 4-5 at 0-2 ft.
follows:

Extrapolated Risk From

Indicator Chemical Concentration Table 3-2
Bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 81,000 1.1 x 107/
1,2~Dichloroethane 4,300 8.0 x 1077
Hexachlorobenzene 0 0

PCB 590, 000 5.4 x 1073
PAH 0 0
Trichloroethene 86,000 1.9 x 107®

»
=
Q
i
W

Total Risk = 5.4

The clearup levels presented in Table 3-2 are based on a 10~6 cancer
risk for each chemical presented. Therefore, this table provides
general guidance in selecting cleanup goals. Because all of the
carcinogenic chemicals included in this table were not found in all
samples from all locations, or detected at concentrations that exceed
a 1076 risk level, it is inappropriate to simply divide the
concentrations listed by the total nmumber of carcinogenic chemicals
listed to dgtermme clean-up concentrations that correspord to a total
risk of 107°,

. Remedial Action
Slurry Wall:

The commenter questions how soils during the construction of the
slurry wall will be handled.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The slurry wall will be constructed ocutside of the limits of
contaminated soils and groundwater plume. Therefore, no contaminated
soils will be handled during its construction.

Stockpiling:

The commenter sites a RCRA waste pile requirement due to stockpiling
of wastes.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The stockpile is a short term staging area, (i.e. less than 90 days),
where the contaminated soils will be stored prior
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A temporary synthetic membrane will be placed underneath the staging
area to contain drainage from contaminated materials. This would

camply with RCRA waste pile requirements.
RCRA Iandfill:

The camenter sites a RCRA landfill requirements or 5 ft. separation
between the water table and bottom of the landfill.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The capping of contaminated materials and continual pumping of the
water table to stabilize the downward vertical gradient will provide
enough separation between the RCRA landfill and the water table to
meet the 5 ft. requirement for citing a landfill. Additional
hydrogeological characterization to adequately control groundwater
movement and remove contaminated water from the intermediate zone will
be conducted for the final design of the landfill and groundwater
extraction system.

Reliability

The commenter suggests that reliability for the liner was incorrectly
evaluated as an extremely positive benefit (++).

U.S. EPA's Response:

The criteria of reliability assessed on Figure 6-1 of the FS report,
applies to the overall alternative. The notation of "++" on Figure
6-1 for Alternatives 5 through 9 is based on the addition of reliable
treatment technologies to each alternative. Considering the RCRA
landfill alone, the notation for reliability would be "+" as shown for
Alternative 4.

Sediments
The commenter questions how sediments will be handled.

U.S. EPA's Response:

In Alternatives 8 and 9, as well as Alternatives 5 through 7,
contaminated sediments will be excavated and treated on-site.
Approximately 1500 c.y. of off-site sediment will be treated along
with the on-site soils.

The RI/FS has addressed sediment contamination associated with the
Summit National Site. Significant movement of surface water off-site
had occurred prior to the RI sampling and also was occurring during
the RI field activities. The samples collected during the RI were
indicative of any off-site transport of contaminants via surface
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water. In addition, the emergency action performed shortly after the
RI sampling (March 1987), corrected the uncontrolled overflow problem
from the eastern pond and regraded portions of the site to prevent
runon/runoff. Overflow from the east pond is now controlled through
discharge pipes that direct the discharge to the first impoundment.

Double Synthetic Liner:

The commenter believes that the construction of extraction wells and a
liner will not provide for a sound integratable structure, considering
the large number of wells to be utilized.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The installation of a double synthetic liner and leachate extraction system
around the pre-installed groundwater extraction wells does not impact the
integrity of the liner. Gundle Lining Construction Corporation and
Schlegel, two of the largest liner contractors, have provided construction
details that illustrate adequate seals at a point where extraction wells and
liners meet (see attached Figures 3, 4,and 5.). This type of liner has been
constructed and proven to be a reliable technology in various construction
applications. The design effort will try to minimize the number of wells
used while maintaining the effectiveness of the groudwater treatment system,
based on the additional hydrogeologic characterization, as noted previously.

Groundwater Extraction:

The commenter suggests that an indepth analysis of the effects of
groundwater extraction be performed.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Further hydrogeological characterization, as noted previously will be
required to finalize the design of the groundwater extraction system.
This data will be obtained during the remedial design phase. The 220
wells proposed across the whole site are based on the current
hydrogeological information. Due to the poor yield of groundwater and
lack of pump test results, additional hydrogeological data need to be
obtained in the pre-design or design phase. The number, location, and
spacing of wells is not to be interpreted as the final estimate, but
rather a preliminary estimate. The design will focus on a minimum
number of wells through the Tiner that will effectively extract the
contaminated groundwater plume and provide for a sound integratable
structure.

Well Closures:

The commenter recommends closing the tipple and Watson's wells.
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U.S. EPA's Response:

The FS narratives indicate that the tipple well and the Watson's wells
should be closed during the Remedial Action. This will be included in
the Remedial Design.

Residential Monitoring Program:

The commenter recommends that U.S. EPA conduct a residential well
sampling program for local groundwater supplies.

U.S. EPA's Response:

A groundwater monitoring program is included as part of the technologies
that address the groundwater operable unit. These monitoring wells include
existing and proposed new wells that are located around the perimeter of the
site. These wells would detect any groundwater contaminant migration from
the site toward residential wells. A residential well sampling effort could
be initiated at that time if contamination was detected in the monitoring
wells.,

Strip Pits and Mine Shafts

The commenter raises the concern of strip pits and mine shafts in the
area.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Data collected during Phase I and II field investigations did not detect
the presence of any 70 feet deep strip pits or old mine shafts at the
site. This information was provided by a local resident recently during
the public meeting on February 29, 1988. Due to the potential impact
these features could have on implementation of the remedial alternative,
the identification of such geological structures should be considered
during the Remedial Design data collection phase.

Selected Alternative
Retained Alternatives:

The commenter is not satisfied with how Alternatives 5 and 8 are
compared.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Section 7.3 of the FS presents a further comparison of Alternatives 5
and 8. These alternatives were retained after comparison of all
alternatives presented in Section 7.1. The detailed analysis of all
alternatives is provided in Chapter 6 of the FS report. Alternatives 5
and 8 were similar in cost and comparable in terms of protectiveness,
attainment of applicable, relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs),
reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume (TMV), and technical
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feasibility. Reliability and availability were more variable factors in
distinguishing between the two alternatives.

Elimination of In Situ Vitrification (ISV) (Alternatives 8 and 9)

The commenter states that ISV was eliminated based on unavailability and
reliability.

U.S. EPA's Response;

Availability was not the sole factor for eliminating Alternatives 8 or 9
from consideration, which included ISV as the primary treatment
technology for soils. There was no sole factor for their non-
selection. Elimination was based on an evaluation of all criteria to
eliminate or select a preferred alternative. The selection of a
preferred alternative is based on overall suitability and on proven
effectiveness, implementability and cost factors.

An evaluation of reliability between Alternatives 5 and 8 can be
performed. ISV has no performance record that shows it is a reliable
technology at hazardous waste sites. On the other hand, incineration
has a performance record at waste sites which in itself indicates more
reliability than ISV as a treatment technology.

On-Site Sediments in the East and West Basin

The commenters states that the FS did not address contaminated on-site
sediments in the east and west basins and that removal and treatment
must be included in the final remedial action.

U.S. EPA'S Response:

The west basin is included in soil removal area and will result in the
removal to a depth of 2 feet. The risk values for the east basin
sediments indicate they should be addressed. The volume of sediments
will be calculated and included during initial design activities.

ITI.PRP Comments
Legal Comments

Following are the responses to the legal comments made by the PRPs in
their March 21, 1988 submission. The PRP commenters have made a
number of comments directed to the legal aspects of the RI/FS public
comment process. These comments fall into two general categories: (1)
challenges to the "fairness" of the timing of the Summit National
public comment period and availability of the administrative record,
and (2) challenges to the entire RI/FS process under SARA, as
administered by U.S. EPA. Region V believes that both the particular
process observed in the Summit National situation and the procedures
it follows in allowing public participation under SARA are fully
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consistent with and protective of the rights of the commenting
potentially responsible parties.

Comments on Public Participation and the Administrative Record
Comment :

The PRPs claim that the public comment period was too short, and that
they were not provided with timely access to the administrative
record.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The originally identified PRPs were afforded an opportunity to perform
the RI and FS, at a series of meetings held in June and July, 1982.
They declined to do so, and U.S. EPA proceeded to undertake the RI
studies. U.S. EPA's consistent policy with respect to its RI work has
been to share only the final document with the public, along with
documentation in the administrative record that shows the information
considered or relied on by U.S. EPA. The final RI was not, in fact,
available until the date on which it was made public. The conclusion
of the RI/FS process was delayed by periods in which funds to continue
the work were not available due to lack of appropriations. U.S. EPA
is not aware who "led" PRPs to believe the RI was concluded and final
in mid-1987 (comments at 12). U.S. EPA did not lead the PRPs to this
conclusion. 1In any event, the PRPs received their statutorily
mandated opportunity to review and comment on the RI and FS, including
access to the administrative record, with minor exceptions of a very
few documents whose contents were reflected in the RI itself.

On page 9, in footnote 1, the PRP commenters raise claims that "30 new
PRPs" were identified by U.S. EPA. U.S. EPA believes all identified
PRPs and the rest of the public have received notice of U.S. EPA's
view of their status and the availability of the RI, FS, and
administrative record. U.S. EPA's obligation is to provide notice of
the documents' availability and an opportunity to review the
documents. As a courtesy, U.S. EPA provided a number of copies of the
RI and FS directly to counsel for certain PRPs, with the understanding
that said counsel would distribute them further. U.S. EPA believes it
has met its obligation under SARA and the NCP.

The public comment period was not, as asserted in the comments, only
23 days. The RI and FS were originally made available on February 12,
not February 17, 1988 as the PRPs assert. U.S. EPA also extended the
comment period from March 11 to March 21, 1988. U.S. EPA believes the
guidelines set forth in the present NCP [40 CFR 300.67(d)] provide
adequate comment time in light of the competing interests resolved by
the cleanup process outlined in Section 104 of SARA and in the NCP.
The PRPs' bare reference to documents that were not included in the
Record in no way identifies how these documents were or are somehow
essential to U.S. EPA's determination of a remedy or to the PRPs'
review of that determination. It is worth noting that while the U.S.
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EPA did not deliver the entire administrative record to the public
repository required to be established under SARA until February 29,
1988, no PRP, despite publication of the record's intended location
there and its clear availability in Chicago (where it was available
beginning on February 12, 1988), made any effort to see or refer to
the record prior to February 29. U.S. EPA therefore questions whether
the record's date of delivery had any effect upon the rights of the
PRPs. U.S. EPA exercised its discretion not to allow the PRPs to
comment on the FS during development, which discretion is clearly
provided in 40 CFR 300.67(a). In sum, U.S. EPA believes the
opportunities afforded the PRPs, to do the RI and FS, and to comment
on the U.S. EPA's RI and FS once they declined to undertake them, are
fully consistent with both SARA and the NCP.

Comments directed to the Administrative Process followed by the U.S.
EPA under SARA.
Comment :

The PRP commenters have challenged the entire process followed by the
U.S. EPA in conducting the RI/FS, and demand trial-type proceedings in
remedy selection, including cross examination of U.S. EPA employees
and contractors.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The PRPs in their comments seek to challenge the entire U.S. EPA
statutory and regulatory process of determining remedial actions at
Superfund sites. Congress has established the general framework for
that process, which is fleshed out by the regulations incorporated
into the NCP. The NCP was duly promulgated as a regulation and the
time for challenge has long since passed. The PRPs cite a number of
cases in support of their view that the process is constitutionally
flawed. U.S. EPA respectfully but completely disagrees with the PRP
view on the constitutional adequacy of SARA's remedial selection
process. Analysis of a claim of deprivation due process requires
determining what process, in the context of the particular claim of
deprivation, is due, The RI/FS process is intended by Congress to
determine the remedies to be employed to deal with releases or threats
of releases of hazardous substances from facilities 1ike Summit
National. It is not an adjudication of rights or 1iabilities of any
person, nor does it result in the denial or deprivation of those
rights. The processes of detemmining any liability for payment of
cleanup costs incurred by U.S. EPA, or performance of injunctively
defined remedial work, are set out in Sections 107 and 106 of SARA, 42
U.S.C. 9607 and 9606. Remedial decisions are more akin to notice
and comment rulemaking. This form of administrative process is simply
not subject, in most cases, to trial-type proceedings of the sort
demanded by the commenting PRPs.

The PRPs cite U.S. v. Hardage, 663 F.Supp. 1280 (W.D. Okla. 1987) as
requiring PRP involvement, trial type proceedings and the
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establishment of a "neutral decision-maker," to provide minimal due
process. U.S. EPA disagrees with the PRP reading of Hardage, which
was a pre-SARA action under Section 106 of CERCLA seeking an
jnjunction requiring PRPs to perform a cleanup. Hardage holds only
that when EPA seeks injunctive relief, it subjects itself to the
equitable powers of the court, which allows the court, despite the
SARA scope-of-review provisions in 113(j), to make a de novo
determination of the applicable remedy. '—'

No 106 relief has been sought here, nor has U.S. EPA sought access to
the courts in connection with this facility. Courts generally have
recognized, and Congress has determined, that no pre-enforcement
review of U.S. EPA remedial decisions is available. The PRPs have
been given notice of U.S. EPA's process and an opportunity to comment.

That is all the process due for this stage of the proceedings. The
PRPs are given an opportunity to challenge U.S. EPA's decision at the
stage where U.S. EPA undertakes enforcement action. The PRP comments
will be evaluated and responded to in the course of developing the
Record of Decision for this facility.

U.S. EPA believes it appropriate to direct the
PRP's attention to U.S. v. Rohm & Haas Co., Inc.,
669 F.Sup. 672 (D.N.J. 1987). The Court
distinguished and disagreed with Hardage, and
made the following observations:

While we agree that defendants must be afforded
some kind of a hearing prior to the assessment of
costs against them, we do not believe that they
are constitutionally entitled to the full, trial-
type hearing that they seek. The flaw in
defendants' argument is that it assumes that due
process requires a complete adjudicatory hearing,
with cross-examination, on the issue of the
propriety of the response action. SARA itself
contemplates a limited paper hearing before the
Agency, prescribing that "[t]he development of an
administrative record and the selection of
response action under this Act shall not include
an adjudicatory hearing." 113(k)(2)(C) of SARA,
42 U.S.C. 9613(k)(2)(C). Moreover, in Lone Pine
Steering Committee v. EPA, 777 F.2d 882 (3d Cir.
1982), cert. denied, ... the Third Circuit
suggested that due process would be satisfied
with a limited agency hearing. The Third Circuit
rejected the plaintiffs' argument that due
process required pre-enforcement review, holding
instead that the 107 reimbursement hearing
adequately protected the plaintiffs' rights.....
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In determining the process that is
constitutionally due in a particular case, a
court must balance three factors: (1) the private
interest at stake; (2) the risk of erroneous
deprivation of that interest through the
procedures used and the probable value, if any,
of additional safeguards; and (3) the
government's interest, including the burdens that
additional procedural requirements would entail.
Matthews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 335 (1976).
Applying these principles to the present case, we
conclude that the informal hearing envisioned in
SARA and implicitly endorsed in the Lone Pine
case is sufficient to satisfy the requirements of
due process.

First, we recognize the important financial
interest that potentially responsible parties
have in the selection of a response action,
particularly where the liability could amount to
miliions of dollars. However, there is an
overwhelming countervailing public interest, as
evinced in CERCLA, in effecting the expeditious
clean-up of potentially health and life
threatening hazardous waste sites. The
imposition of long, drawn-out, and costly trial-
type procedures, either at the agency level or in
a de novo proceeding in district court, could
greatTy hinder this effort. Moreover, we are
unconvinced that formal trial-type hearings would
advance the defendants' interests inaccuracy or
equity.

With respect to this final issue, it is important
to emphasize the nature of the agency decision-
making at issue here. The agency's determination
of an appropriate response action involves
inspections and testing aimed at discovering the
types of waste present at a site and the extent
of the hazard, and technical investigations to
develop an appropriate solution to the problem.
Congress vested a certain amount of discretion in
the U.S. EPA in its choice of a response action,
requiring only that the costs for which it seeks
reimbursement be not inconsistent with the NCP.
The ultimate selection of a response action
depends upon a balancing, by the agency, of a
number of factors, including cost, technology,
reliability, and public health, welfare and
environmental effects. See 40 C.F.R. 300.68.
Thus, the U.S. EPA's decision-making process at
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issue here need not involve a reconstruction of
past events through eyewitness testimony and
credibility judgments, as would be necessary
where, for example, a ljability determination was
being made. Rather, the process involves the
evaluation of numerous expert reports and
technical data. As a result, the focus for
purposes of due process analysis should be on
whether interested parties have an opportunity to
participate in the development of such
informationand technical data before the agency.

Under these circumstances, where the parties are
allowed to comment on the agency's proposals and
to submit reports of their own experts, the
quality of the initial decision-making process
would not be greatly enhanced by the presentation
of live testimony or the use of cross-
examination.

Moreover, we believe that an administrative
record built on such an exchange of opinions and
comments by experts and informed citizens and
containing an explanation by the agency of its
reasons for accepting or rejecting the various
proposals, provides an adequate basis for
subsequent judicial review. Under such
circumstances, the administrative record has not
"been created almost entirely by the U.S.
EPA....[with] virtually no evidence that might
exculpate" the defendants. Rather, it reflects
the contemporaneous analyses and criticisms of
all interested parties, and therefore provides a
comprehensive framework from which the court can
scrutinize the agency's action.

For all of these reasons, we conclude that
SARA's informal agency hearing procedures, and
deferential standard of judicial review satisfy
the requirements of due process. U.S. v. Rohm &
Haas Co., Inc., id. at 679-81.

This extensive quotation, which includes the language extracted from
its context in the PRP's cite at p. 20 of their comments, clearly
supports the process U.S. EPA has and will follow here. The PRPs are
not entitled to, and will not be given, a trial-type proceeding at this
stage in the process. They are provided by SARA with an opportunity to
review the RI and FS, and the balance of U.S. EPA's record, and to make
comments on the remedy identified by U.S. EPA. They have now availed
themselves of that opportunity. Their comments will be considered and
responded to by U.S. EPA, and incorporated into the administrative
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record. Their comments may affect the remedial selection process which
culminates in U.S. EPA's Record of Decision. Should the U.S. EPA not be
able to negotiate a PRP performed cleanup, post-ROD, the PRPs will be at
liberty to raise issues by way of defense and request a review of U.S.
EPA's remedial decision in any action brought under Section 106 and 107
of SARA.

Technical Comments:

The following section provides responses to technical issues raised by
the PRPs and presented to the U.S. EPA in the Summit National PRP
Group Report dated March 11, 1988. Their detailed analysis of the
technical issues are presented primarily in Attachment E which is the
Conestoga-Rovers Associates (CRA) Report. U.S. EPA's response will be
focused on specific technical comments presented in Attachment E in an
attempt to avoid for repetition of comments. A comparison of comments
presented in the main report was made to insure all issues where
addressed in the CRA report.

Attachment E - Conestoga-Rover Associates (CRA) Report Comments and
Responses March 1988

The responses to the CRA report are grouped into several categories.
The Executive Summary is broken into comments concerning the RI and FS
reports and then presents the PRP group's proposed alternative. Each
of these sections will be addressed separately. Following responses
to the Executive Summary, a comment by comment discussion of issues
not already discussed will be performed.

Executive Summary

Remedial Investigation:
Comment (7):

The PRPs claim that U.S. EPA did not provide supporting documents and
data necessary for a complete and comprehensive review of the RI/FS.

U.S. EPA's Response (i):

A11 data collected during both phases of the RI is presented in the
final RI Report, both in Volumes I and II. These data are again
summarized in the FS. A1l supporting documentation is available in
the Administrative Record located at the Deerfield, Ohio Post Office
and U.S. EPA's regional office in Chicago. There are no existing data
missing that were used in the preparation of the RI or FS reports.

Comment (ii):

The PRPs claim that U.S. EPA did not perform its QA/QC data validation
procedures properiy.
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U.S. EPA's Response (ii):

A1l analytical data collected during the RI were reviewed in
accordance with U.S. EPA quality assurance protocols in place at that
time. These guidelines are presented in Appendix B of the RI Report
Volume I[I. The valid data are presented in summary tables in Appendix
A of the RI Report Volume II. The QA/QC assessment procedures are
discussed in Section 4.1 of the RI Report Volume I. A summary of the
analytical problems is presented in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. Based on
these problems, the data were either omitted from Summary Tables or
proper qualifiers were added. Therefore, following the above
guidelines, U.S. EPA has properly identified those contaminants that
are not attributable to the Summit National Site.

Comment (iii):

According to the PRPs, improper well locations and depths resulted in
misleading hydraulic conductivity data.

U.S. EPA's Response (iii):

The selection and depth of well locations during Phase I of the RI was
based on available data at that time. The Phase II monitoring well
installation program and groundwater investigation activity were based
on data collected from Phase I. This provided more accurate
information on the hydrogeological characteristics of the site. A
pump test was considered. However, the yield of the wells did not
indicate that any reliable data could be obtained due to the low
pumping rate of less than 1 gal/min. that could be sustained. Many of
the monitoring wells were hand bailed dry while purging prior to
sample collection.

Comment (iv):

The PRPs claim that characterization of the intermediate aquifer was
performed incorrectly,

U.S. EPA's Response (iv):

Due to the complex geology at the site, the initial separation of
geologically similar units based on lithology led to the
identification of three primary units for the purpose of the RI
analysis. The intermediate unit was later separated into the upper
and lower units and a discussion of each was performed.

Comment (v):

The PRPs claim that the data for on-site and off-site soils was biased
and contamination levels were over-estimated.
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U.S. EPA's Response (v):

Soil samples with the highest concentrations for volatile organic
analyzers (VOAs), and base neutral acids (BNAs) screening indicator
compounds were selected because the purpose of the RI investigation is
to define the nature and extent of contamination. Some uncontaminated
samples were sent to the Contract Lab Program (CLP) for analysis to
confirm the accuracy of the screening program. The objective of
selecting samples for analysis is to choose those that pose a concern
and warrant remediation. Uncontaminated samples are not a concern.

If the sampling was conducted in the manner proposed by the
commenters, the conclusions developed would ignore the existing
contamination problem. In addition, the RI sampling program used
covers the overall site and provides data to assess average risks as
well as area specific risks (See Appendix A of the FS Report).

Comment (vi):

According to the PRPs, the RI has failed to address the presence and
source of background soil contamination.

U.S. EPA's Response (vi):

The northern edge of the cement plant was impacted by the Summit
National Site during active site operations. This is based on the
fact that this portion received direct drainage from the site prior to
rerouting the southern ditch and is supported by the analytical data
gathered during the RI. The RI addressed the presence of contaminants
in background soils. An evaluation of background soil data was
performed to determine if certain compounds were site-related,
naturally occurring, or from other sources. This assessment of
background soils is presented in Section 4.4.3.1 of the RI Report.

The presence of contaminants due to other sources is considered, but
the positive identification of other sources is not part of the Summit
National Site investigation. Other potential sources mentioned in the
RI do not indicate that contamination associated with the Summit
National Site originated from other sources.

Comment (vii):

The PRPs state that the presentation of on-site soil data is
misleading.

U.S. EPA's Response (vii):

The presentation of on-site soil data may have confused the
commenters, but it is not misleading. Soil data were presented in
Chapter 4 of the RI Report, with the purpose of defining the nature
and extent of contamination in soils. Presentation of these data in
the form of mass of contaminants was considered but not used. The
presentation of data used in Chapter 4 is not for assessment of risk.
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Neither is mass of contamination necessarily indicative of health
risks. Remediation is based on risk reduction which is based on
health risks identified in the Public Health Evaluation (PHE).

Comment (viii):

According to the PRPs, the RI does not address the potential impact to
surface water in the southern ditch from off-site contaminants in the
cement plant yard.

U.S. EPA's Response (viii):

Surface water flow in these ditches occurs only in response to
precipitation or discharge from the east pond. Laboratory results
indicate the presence of contamination in surface water. The northern
edge of the cement plant property that contributed runoff to the
southern ditch was affected by previous site activities as discussed
previously. Therefore, the source of the contaminants in the southern
ditch can be connected to the site directly or indirectly due to the
site's effect on the cement plant soils.

Comment (ix):

The PRPs claim that background sediment samples were not collected
during the RI.

U.S. EPA's Response (ix):

The furthest upstream sediments sampling location does not have the
highest level of contaminants as the commenter states (see RI Tables
4-45 through 4-47). Background sediment samples were obtained from an
upstream location not affected by site activity. 1In addition, the
sediment samples were also compared to background soil samples, since
these soils may have acted as a source for background sediment
characteristics. Both comparisons indicate site related contamination
levels above background soils and sediments for both on-site and
downstream sediments.

Comment (x):

The PRPs state that the investigation used to identify the location
and quantity of subsurface waste was inadequate.

U.S. EPA's Response (x):

A11 magnetic anomalies identified during the magnetometer survey were
investigated through test pit excavations. These test pit excavations
exposed the buried drums and allowed for visual estimates of numbers
and orientation of buried drums. In addition to subsurface
exploration through test pits, the 32 soil borings across the site did
not encounter any buried drums outside the magnetic anomalous areas. A
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drum investigation through parallel trenches is very extensive and
better suited for a remedial design data collection effort.

Comment (xi):

According to the PRPs, the RI fails to determine or estimate the
ultimate fate of groundwater contaminants.

U.S. EPA's Response (xi):

A delineation of the groundwater plume in the water table and upper
intermediate wells is presented in Figures 4-13 through 4-16, 4-18 and
4-19. The potential for groundwater contaminant migration is
presented on Tables 4-9 through 4-11 which predict concentrations at
points 100 ft., 1450 ft., and 4500 ft. down-gradient of the site.
Based on the above, both the plume and ultimate pale of groundwater
contamination has been defined.

Comment (xii):

The PRPs claim that the Public Health Evaluation (PHE) assumes a worst
case scenario which leads to a great overstatement of present and
future risk.

U.S. EPA's Response (xii):

The PHE does assume the worst case exposure scenario based on the
maximum concentration. However, the PHE also evaluates the risk
associated with average concentration of contaminants. Both analyses
assume the no-action alternative as required by the PHE guidelines.

Comment (xiii):

According to the PRPs, the PHE incorrectly quantifies carcinogenic
risk caused by polynuclear chlorinated hydrocarbons (PAHs) on the
basis of the total of all PAHs.

U.S. EPA's Response (xiii):

Carcinogenic risks associated with PAHs are based on only those PAHs
considered to be carcinogens.

Comment (xiv):

The PRPs claim that risks from background soils are not significantly
different and in some cases greater than risks posed by the site.

U.S. EPA's Response (xiv):

The total cancer risk associated with incidental ingestion of
background soils over a lifetime exceeds 10-6 for a plausible maximum
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were not the only criteria used to select "hot spot" soils. Past site
activities, disturbed versus undisturbed soils, and handling during
excavation were also considered. The delineation of "hot spot" soils
represent the most cost effective ard practical removal scenario. The
risk mubers used in the PHE represent risk presented by the entire
site based on surface soils which are available for human contact and
incidental ingestion.

Comment (iv):

According to the PRPs, the FS is inconsistent and arbitrary in that

the need for surface control is not evaluated on the same basis as the
need for soil removal.

U.S. EPA's Response (iv):
Risks greater than 10™® are spread throughout the site, therefore
warranting remedial action to against exposure to unacceptable

risks. Risks greater than 107° are estimated for about 54% of the
cells that range between depths of 0 to 2 ft., and about 48% in cells
thatrangeindepthsbetweenGtoS ft. Ifwelookatsoilcellsas
columns rangmg fram 0 to 8 ft., about 30% would exhibit risks greater
than 107® and this is spread throughout the site. Therefore, a

surface control across the entire site is needed to provide adequate
contaimment of unacceptable risks associated with soils. Surface
controls are not used only to prevent contact with contaminated soils,
but also to reduce infiltration. Reduction of infiltration through
the surface is an integral part of the groundwater gradient control
system. Any part of the site that is not properly covered would allow
greater infiltration and be counter-productive to the groundwater
treatment system.

Comment (v):

The PRPs believe that the groundwater extraction system proposed by
the U.S. EPA is extremely costly, camplicated and unreliable.

U.S. EPA's Response (V):

The primary goals of the groundwater extraction system are to provide
gradient control to stabilize flow from the water table into the upper
intermediate zone and to pump and treat the contaminated upper
intermediate unit and water table aquifer. The interceptor drains and
wet well system proposed by the PRPs, fail to control migration of the
contaminated water table dowrward, which could continue to contaminate
the upper intermediate unit indefinitely. U.S. EPA's proposed
alternative could allow for cleamup of the upper intermediate unit
within 5 to 10 years.

The commenter has provided no basis for statements regarding cost
while U.S. EPA has provided substantial details of cost estimation
that are within an acceptable FS range of +50 and -30 percent.
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Comment (vi):

According to the PRPs, the FS does not provide an estimate of the
chemical quality of the waste stream from extracted groundwater or
surface water that will require treatment.

U.S. EPA's Response (vi):

The chemical quality of the extracted groundwater or surface water to
be treated does not need to be "estimated" as the commenter suggests.
The data obtained and presented in the RI report already provide
current chemical characterization of all water to be treated. The
proposed groundwater treatment system is based on these results. The
current groundwater and surface water quality was evaluated by process
design engineers and no current contaminant characteristics presented
an unsolvable problem to designing a groundwater treatment system to
meet ARARs. A treatability study could be incorporated in the
remedial design phase. Once the system proves effective and is in
place, monitoring will be conducted to assure its efficiency.

Comment (vii):

The PRPs claim that the FS does not develop nor evaluate a sufficient
number of alternatives to rationally evaluate reduction of risk.

U.S. EPA's Response (vii):

In accordance with requirements under the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), an FS should develop a range of treatment
alternatives which is delineated primarily by the degree to which each
alternative relies on long-term management of residuals or untreated
waste. A key consideration is the degree to which the alternative
reduces toxicity, mobility, and volume (TMV) of contaminants as its
principal component. In addition to a range of treatment
alternatives, a containment option involving little or no treatment
and a no action alternative should also be developed. The FS develops
a range of alternatives that begin with no action, monitoring and a
range of treatment alternatives starting with partial treatment and
full treatment to the maximum extent practicable. This process allows
for a thorough analysis of alternatives and is consistent with the NCP
and SARA. Alternative 2 represents the minimum action alternative
with monitoring only while Alternative 3 represents containment with
minimal treatment. Alternative 4 provides a better containment
scenario with minimal treatment. Alternatives 5 through 7 provide a
full range of treatment alternatives that incrementally go from "hot
spot" soils treated to full treatment to the maximum extent possible.
Alternatives 8 and 9 provide an additional range of treatment
alternatives by considering an additional treatment technology.
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Comment (viii):

According to the PRPs, the FS cost estimates are poorly developed ard
suffer from several major defects.

U.S. EPA's Responses (viii):

All costs are developed using the U.S EPA costing mamual to provide a
+50 and =30 percent cost estimate. The costing procedures used by
U.S. EPA did apply proper contingency factors where appropriate
according to established costing guidelines. The total cost for a
specific alternative is the sum of the capital cost plus the present
worth of all operation and maintenance costs. An important point to
note is that the costing methodology is consistent for all
alternatives which allow direct caomparison of each alternative based
solely on cost, regardless of how technically similar or dissimilar
the alternatives may be. The project cost estimate becames more
refined as the design progresses from ROD to final design. A more
detailed cost analysis taking into account time completion schedules
will be done in the remedial design phase when the proper plans and
specifications are available.

PRP's Preferred Remedial Action Alternative:

This section provides a review and evaluation of the alternatives
proposed by the PRP group. It provides a general response rather than
a focused response on each specifically proposed element. Of the nine
camponents proposed by the PRPs, seven of them coincide with U.S.
EPA's proposed Alternative 5. The two camponents that are different
are still fundamentally the same in regard to remedial actions that
are required but different in the choice of technologies.

The groundwater extraction system consisting of an interceptor drain
and wet well system and the proposed permeable cover are the two areas
that differ. This proposal fails to stop groundwater contamination
from migrating downward and does not provide an effective extraction
system for contaminated groundwater. The PRP's proposal would require
intermediate unit groundwater treatment indefinitely.

The permeable soil cover allows for increased potential of groundwater
contamination moving with the upper intermediate zone from the water
table zone and does not adequately contain soils with residual
contamination on site, thus resulting in inadequate protection from
exposure to human receptors and enviromment. The proposal, however,
appears to be fairly well in agreement with U.S. EPA's selected
alternative with respect to the remainder of camponents, as presented
in the ROD "Selected Remedy."



-33=

SECTION BY SECTION RESPONSE TO CRA REPORT

Only caments that were not specifically addressed in the Executive
Summary Response will be considered in the following response section.
Section 2.0 of the CRA report addresses the RI report and coamments
were grouped into general topical categories or concerns for each
subsection and responded to accordingly.

SECTION 2.1 - GENERAL
Comment::

The PRPs claim that certain documents were not available to them.

U.S. EPA's Response:

All the documents referenced by the PRPs were available in the
Administrative Record located in the rep051tory at the Deerfield U. S.
Post Office or at our regional office in Chicago. The Remedial Action
Master Plan (RAMP) is not a document that was used to assess site
conditions or evaluate alternatives in the FS process. Items i)
through ix) were developed to address site-specific conditions and
objectives. This is thoroughly discussed in the RI report. Work
plans and Quality Assurance and Project Plans (QAPPs) provide more
detailed information regarding the scope of work to be performed and
the methodology. These documents were final and available for review.
Phase I Work Plan and QAPP were finalized 7/27/84 ard 5/29/84,
respectively. Phase II Work Plan and QAPP were finalized 11/5/85 and
10/24/85, respectively. These documents could have been requested any
time after they were finalized.

Comment::
According to the PRPs, the soil screening procedures were inadequate.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The Phase II screening procedure was designed to eliminate the need
for sending all samples to CIP analysis, thus resulting in significant
cost savings. After the screening of all the on-site soil samples was
camplete, a plot of the results was evaluated so that the appropriate
sanmples could be sent to the CILP laboratories. The selection of
sanmples for CIP analysis was based on the following criteria:

a. The concentration of contaminant levels;

b. The mmber of contaminants identified in a particular sample
or graup of samples;

c. The location of the sample on the site;
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d. The depth of the sample from the surface; and

e. The proximity of the sample to a buried drum or visually
contaminated area.

Several "clean" samples were selected for CLP analysis to verify the
accuracy of the screening program. Phase I sampling included a
conposite of five sample portions per 100 sq. ft. across the whole
site for a total of 49 surface soil samples. Phase II collected 319
samples out of which 52 on-site samples, 19 background samples, and 25
off-site samples were sent for Hazardous Substance List (HSL)
analysis. These sample locations are representative of the whole
site, as demonstrated in the RI Report Figures 3-9 and 3-10. These
maps clearly show that the sampling program, including screening, are
not biased, but representative of the whole site.

Comment :
According to the PRPs, the soil sample selection was inadequate.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The regrading of the site is discussed in Section 1.2.3 of the RI
report. The site surface regrading was done in conjunction with the
surface cleanup performed by the U.S. EPA in 1981-1982. The surface
cleamup included only incidental contaminated soil removal. Regrading
was performed to control site runon/runoff. This information was
known during the development of the sampling plans. As a result, the
Phase I surface soil sampling program was designed to characterize the
surface soils remaining on site since little contaminated soil was
removed. It is U.S. EPA's opinion that the minor soil removal and
regrading efforts did not redistribute surface soils enough that
camposite samples from the 100 f£t2 blocks would not be representative
of undisturbed soils. The Phase IT sampling program was developed to
determine the vertical extent of contamination below contaminated
surface soils identified as Phase I.

Comment :
The PRPs claim that the background camparison was inadequate.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The selection of background samples used for camparison to on-site
soils provided a cross section of soil types in the local area. These
included agricultural, residential and mine spoil. The average
background data, therefore, took into account any possible
contribution to chemical characteristics of local soils due to
naturally occurring materials. A comparison was also made to
residential soils alone which resulted in similar conclusions. In
both analyses the site did show contaminant levels several orders of
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magnitude above background, thereby not warranting further separate
soil type comparison (see page 4-75 of the RI Report). In regard to
inorganics, an additional comparison was made to confirm inorganic
contamination present on site. Levels were compared to U.S. typical
concentrations which indicated that 11 out of 20 inorganics exceeded
background. An on-site soil was determined to be contaminated if its
mean and maximum values exceeded the upper 95% confidence 1imit for
background soils. If the mean concentration did not exceed the upper
95% confidence limit, but the maximum did, then an evaluation was made
based on frequency. Based on previous discussions, the PHE is
representative of site contaminants and is not typical of background
conditions.,

SECTION 2.2 - ANALYTICAL DATA
Comment :

The PRPs state that the analytical data were reviewed improperly.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Al1 the data obtained during the RI underwent Quality Assurance and
Quality Control (QA/QC) assessment according to procedures provided in
Appendix B of Volume 2 of the RI Report. These procedures were the
accepted protocol at that time. The data were reviewed by U.S. EPA
Region V staff and appropriate qualifiers or invalidation was noted.
Tables 4-2 and 4-3 of the RI summarize data problems identified. In
addition to U.S. EPA review, the data were also assessed for Contract
Lab Program (CLP), and Central Regional Lab (CRL) data completion by
ICF/SRW and CH2M Hill staff. These quality assurance objectives and
QA/QC assessments were detailed in the approved Phase II QAPP dated
October 24, 1986 prior to initiating field activities.

Comment :
The PRPs claim that the data were qualified inadequately.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Data results attributable to laboratory contamination are represented
in Section 4 of the RI Report. Parameters such as methylene chloride,
acetone, and toluene with concentrations less than 10 times the
concentration detected in the blank are qualified as lab contaminants,
by both the CLP and the U.S. EPA QA/QC office. The valid data are
presented in summary tables in the RI Volume II and are designated
with the letter "B". Data analysis performed in Section 4 of the RI
report distinguishes those parameters attributable to laboratory
contamination and eliminates them as site-related contamination.

Those concentration levels reported within brackets are qualified as
concentrations below the laboratory detection limits, which is not
considered a positive hit. Those parameters qualified with a "J" are
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an estimated value. If "J" is accompanied by brackets, it is an
estimated concentration below the contract laboratory detection limit.

SECTION 2.3 - HYDROGEOLOGICAL CONCERNS
Comment ;

According to the PRPs, improper methods were used to define
hydrogeological properties.

U.S. EPA's Response:

As discussed previously, we agree that additional hydrogeological
characterization is necessary. It was necessary to screen monitoring
wells across multiple strata for two reasons: 1) many of the strata
encountered were too thin to be isolated during well construction and,
2) the strata were, for the most part, very fine grained and
relatively unfractured, so it was necessary to install long gravel
packs to assure that the wells would yield sufficient water for
sampling. The cross sections and boring logs are very detailed, so
that many of the strata identified are very similar to the units
immediately adjacent. Care was taken to avoid installing monitoring
zones across strata which appeared, on the basis of lithology or
fracture density, to be hydraulically dissimilar. Furthermore, if the
monitored zones crossed strata of dissimilar permeabilities, the
hydraulic conductivities measured would not be "atypical", but would
rather be values most similar to the most conductive unit intercepted.
The commenter does not appear to believe the hydraulic conductivities
obtained for sandstone and coal. The sandstone was fine-grained,
silty, and well cemented. U.S. EPA believes that field data should
not be disregarded just because it does not fit a perceived or
textbook notion.

Comment :
The PRPs believe that there is a need to define regional hydrogeology.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Regional hydraulic information is not needed to remediate a site.
Monitoring well MW-8 was omitted initially because of the change in
stratigraphy between it and the remainder of the site as shown on the
cross section provided in both the RI and FS reports.

Comment :

The PRPs believe that hydraulic conductivities are uncertain.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The commenter is uncertain of the hydraulic conductivities because
normally a pump test is performed. Pump tests are not feasible in low
permeability strata. They were considered during Phase II field
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activities but due to low yield of most wells (less than 1 gpm) and
the ability of the wells to be bailed dry during purging they were not

performed.
Comment:

The PRPs do not agree with U.S. EPA's well instrumentation employed
during the remedial investigation.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The use of PVC material for well construction seems to be a favorite
topic of discussion. The specifications for well construction were
approved for both the Phase I and Phase II well installation
activities. All recent studies have indicated that PVC is a
reasonable well material, provided the well is purged before sampling.
All wells at the Summit National Site were purged prior to sampling.

Comment:

The PRPs disagree with U.S. EPA's interpretation of groundwater
conditions.

U.S. EPA's Response:

There are two aquifers identified at the site plus a series of
intermediate units, not three aquifers as the camenter states. The
intermediate units do not constitute aquifers. The calculations using
Darcy's law to quantify groundwater flow were order-of-magnitude
estimates only; they were never intended to be quantitative. It seems
that the commenter is looking for conclusions beyond the scope of the
RI report. The RI did not present water balance calculations as they
suggest. Again, it was clearly indicated that all flow calculations
were order-of-magnitude estimates.

Comment:
The PRPs have an alternative assessment of the flow system.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The camenter does not indicate the reason for believing that the
intermediate units constitute multiple hydrogeologic units. Although
the limestones indicated extremely low permeabilities, the remainder
of the strata in that zone also have low permeabilities. No high-
permeability strata were encountered, so there is no reason to divide
the series of low-permeability strata into multiple aquitards with no
intervening aquifers. The RI aclcmwledges that the intermediate units
constitute a highly heterogeneous aquitard, and as a result U.S EPA
does not believe that interpretation of me site is enhanced by
further dissection of this series of strata.
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The commenter's suggestion that the limestone is relatively continuous
and tight and thereby prevents interference between the two
intermediate zones is incorrect. The hydraulic test simply suggests
that we measured a very low permeability in one well. Given the
return of single well test, it is not prudent to evaluate the entire
site interpretation on a single value.

The commenter's inclusion of the limestone unit into a subsurface
hydrogeologic water balance appears to constitute an over
interpretation of the data. The possibility that dense non-aqueous
phase Tiquid (DNAPL) could migrate vertically downward against the
groundwater flow that is up-gradient in the area of MW-22 and MW-23
does not alter any conclusions.

SECTION 2.4 - CONTAMINANT DISTRIBUTION
So1ls Sampling Program:

These comments were similar to the general comments in Section 2.1.
The soil sampling program was developed to provide data on the
horizontal and vertical extent of soil contamination at the Summit
National Site. An important consideration in developing a
representative sampling plan is the implementation of a potential
remedial alternative. The 48 square blocks established by the site
grid and a sampling plan for evaluating four consecutive 2 ft. thick
soil zones in each grid provided data for evaluation of 192 soil
"units" at the site. Each 100 ft. sq. by 2 ft. thick zone was
considered a workable unit of soil that could be isolated effectively
during remedial action implementation. Any further breakdown that
exceeded 192 soil units on an 11 acre site was deemed unnecessary.
Sample compositing is an acceptable scientific methodology used for
characterizing a particular area. It provides data that are
significantly more representative than one grab sample for the entire
area.

Field Screening:

These comments were similar to the general comments in Section 2.1.
The soil sampling procedures and protocols are presented in Section
3.2 of the RI report. The intent of this, or any soil sampling
program, is to provide the nature and extent of contaminated soils.
This goal lends itself to the analysis of samples presumed to be
contaminated. Analysis of clean samples will allow for a real
distribution of clean soils from which contaminated soils delineation
could be assumed. However, analysis of clean soils does not allow for
the determination of soil contaminant nature. As stated in the RI,
"clean" samples were also selected for CLP analysis to verify the
accuracy of the screening program,

Cement Plant Soils:

The cement plant soils were designated as background samples during
the preparation of the sampling plan. Background samples were chosen
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from areas that were assumed to be isolated from site-related
activities. However, during the course of the remedial investigation,
it was clear that the cement plant properly received direct drainage
from the site during its active operation prior to rerouting of the
southern ditch, The analytical data supported this conclusion. At
that time, it was decided that the cement plant soils should be
removed from consideration as background. The U.S. EPA has
successfully assessed off-site soil contamination that is site
related. The background soils were discussed separately in the PHE.

Analytical Results (Soils):

The intent of Section 4 of the RI report was to present the data
obtained and assess the nature and extent of site-related
contamination in various site media. The potential risks that these
site-related contaminants have on the public health and environment
are presented in Sections 5 and 6 of the RI report. The commenter
statement concerning presentation of volatile organic compounds
(vOCs), base/neutral/acids (BNAs), Pesticides/Polychlorinated
Biphenyls {PCBs) and inorganic data using total mass can only be
applied to the format for presentation and evaluation of data, not
assessment of risk. There is not a correlation of total mass of VOC
to potential risk. Consideration involving extent of soil removal is
more appropriately based on risk reduction rather than contaminant
mass reduction. Risk reduction technologies may either increase or
decrease contaminant mass but will result in reduction of toxicity and
in some cases mobility.

Analytical Results (Surface Water):

Based on water table flow data obtained during the RI investigation,
the water table may discharge to the drainage ditches only during
periods of high groundwater flow. Surface water flow was intermittent
during the RI investigation and, therefore, any component of
groundwater flow from the cement plant toward the southern ditch
probably had passed beneath the ditch and did not contribute directly
to surface water flow.

Analytical Results (Sediments):

U.S. EPA did collect upstream data for sediments from sample numbers
SD-011-001 and SD-032-001. These samples were obtained from the same
location that was upstream of any effects from the site and are
considered representative of background quality in the local drainage
system near the site. This was the primary comparison used to
indicate a downstream sediment contamination problem. Comparison of
sediments to background soils provided an additional analysis that
resulted in similar conclusions being made. This further analysis did
not rule out that the background soils may be an additional source of
off-site sediment contamination. The upstream sample in the south
ditch with the highest level of contamination was not the sample used
for background.
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Analytical Results (Buried Materials):

The further evaluation of the magnetometer data was not performed
using any data other than what were provided in the RI report. The
evaluation was mainly an ongoing development or reinterpretation of
the same magnetometer data. The results of the geophysical
investigations are presented as Appendix G of the RI Report Volume II.

A subsurface investigation consisting of parallel trenches across the
site would be an expensive and unnecessarily dangerous approach to
searching for buried drums, especially since magnetometer data has
jdentified areas most likely to contain buried drums. A1l drum
estimates were made based on visual observation and counting of drums
in open this pits and were assumed to be representative of the entire
particular anomalous area. Each area that encountered drums was
excavated by two trenches that extend between all boundaries of the
anomalous area.

SECTION 2.5 CONTAMINANT TRANSPORT AND FATE:

The majority of this Section presents CRA concerns with the RI report.
A point of disagreement was concerning contamination in well MW-24 and
potential of trace contamination in MW-25. The commenter states that
if downward migration was occurring, contamination also would be
discovered in well MW-25 at or higher than levels in MW-24. The
commenter fails to consider the possibility that the contaminants
passed laterally beneath MW-25 or that contaminant transport was
affected by fracturing. The commenter makes the statement that in
order to minimize off-site migration of contaminants the water table
and upper intermediate zones should be the focus of remedial action
alternatives. This statement is contradictory to comment number 15 on
page 45 of the PRP Group report, when the commenter states that
groundwater extraction in the upper intermediate unit should not be
contained for detailed analysis in the FS. It is unclear as to what
the commenter's real preference is regarding this issue.

SECTION 3.0 PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION
General:

Concentrations of indicator chemicals present in groundwater
monitoring wells were compared to ARARs in Table 6-9 of the RI report,
and the intakes and risks associated with ingestion of groundwater by
workers are presented in Tables 6-27, 6-32 and 6-33. Similarly,
intakes and potential risks associated with ingestion by future site
residents are presented in Tables 6-30, 6-34, and 6-35.

Use of the maximum detected concentration of a chemical in evaluating
the plausible maximum exposure scenario is conservative in that it
assumes repeated exposure to the maximum concentration. However, the
possibility exists that additional sampling may result in
concentrations that are greater than the maximum detected during the
RI. This comment states that in evaluating the average risks only,
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presence of PAHs. This subset of chemicals is identified in Table 6-
2. Non-carcinogenic PAHs are not quantitatively evaluated in this
assessment. As indicated in Table 6-17 of the RI report, the average
and maximm concentrations of PCBs in soil near the eastern perimeter
of the site are 490 and 540 ug/ky, respectively. Under the exposure
scenarios evaluateg6 these concentrations correspond to cancer risks
of 9x10~7 and 5x10™° respectively.

children to Sediment in Ditch:

While the exposure assumptions presented on page 6-39 of the RI
report, used to evaluate exposure of children to sediment are

conservative fram a frequency standpoint, exposure is only evaluated
over a three year pericd, while actual exposure may possibly occur
less frequently over a longer time period.

Teenager Exposed to Sediment in Impoundments:
No issues raised by the PRPs. The maximum risk is less than 1 x 1076.

Exposure to Workers to Soils On-site:

Use of maximm concentrations in evaluating the plausible maximm
exposure scenarios has been discussed above. Also as discussed, only
carcinogenic PAHs were evaluated in the FHE.

Ingestion of Water by Residents and Workers:

Risks from ingestion of groundwater from the water table, intermediate
unit and Upper Sharon unit were presented separately. If the
contaminated water table and intermediate unit are not cleaned up, the
potential exists that the Upper Sharon could become contaminated.

SECTION 4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT
Section 4.1 General

Adecquate controls such as deed restrictions in the use of the site are
required to assure long term protectiveness of the selected
alternatives. The scenario of future risks to on-site residents
represents the worst case scenario and justifies a remedial action for
the Sumit National Site. The risks associated with such an exposure
scenario address the main source of contamination. The remedial
alternative is designed to minimize threats at the source location and
affected areas (i.e. cement plant and eastern perimeter).

SECTION 4.2 REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGY DEVETOPMENT
No issues raised by the PRPs.
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Residential Exposure to Soil:

Only carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were
included in evaluating the risks to off-site residents due to the
presence of PAHs. This subset of chemicals is identified in Table
6-2. Non-carcinogenic PAHs are not quantitatively evaluated in this
assessment. As indicated in Table 6-17 of the RI report, the average
and maximum concentrations of PCBs in soil near the eastern perimeter
of the site are 490 and 540 ug/kg, respectively. Under the exposure
scenarios evaluated, these concentrations correspond to cancer risks
of 9x10-7 and 5x10-0 respectively.

Children Exposed to Sediment in Ditch:

While the exposure assumptions presented on page 6-39 of the RI
report, used to evaluate exposure of children to sediment are
conservative from a frequency standpoint, exposure is only evaluated
over a three year period, while actual exposure may possibly occur
less frequently over a longer time period.

Teenager Exposed to Sediment in Impoundments:

No issues raised by the PRPs. The maximum risk is less than 1 x 10-6.

Exposure to Workers to Soils On-site:

Use of maximum concentrations in evaluating the plausible maximum
exposure scenarios has been discussed above. Also as discussed, only
carcinogenic PAHs were evaluated in the PHE.

Ingestion of Water by Residents and Workers:

Risks from ingestion of groundwater from the water table, intermediate
unit and Upper Sharon unit were presented separately. If the
contaminated water table and intermediate unit are not cleaned up, the
potential exists that the Upper Sharon could become contaminated.

SECTION 4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT
Section 4.1 General

Adequate controls such as deed restrictions in the use of the site are
required to assure long term protectiveness of the selected
alternatives. The scenario of future risks to on-site residents
represents the worst case scenario and justifies a remedial action for
the Summit National Site. The risks associated with such an exposure
scenario address the main source of contamination. The remedial
alternative is designed to minimize threats at the source location and
affected areas (i.e. cement plant and eastern perimeter).

SECTION 4.2 REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

No issues raised by the PRPs.
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SECTION 4.3 SCREENING OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES
Soil Access Restrictions
Comment:

The PRPs state that the site extension is unnecessary.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The site extension is not based solely on soil remediation. The
boundaries were also extended to contain the groundwater plume in the
water table aquifer and also to implement the other components of the
selected alternative such as the slurry wall, cap, and rerouting of
the lower eastern and southern ditches.

Containment

Comment:

According to the PRPs, a soil cover is more appropriate than a RCRA
cap.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The FS does evaluate surface controls in the context of containment of
contaminated soil/sediment/subsurface waste technologies.

Revegetation and soil cover were carried through Chapter 3, and
revegetation was carried through Chapter 4 and into the assembly of
alternatives. Surface sealing and soil stabilization were screened
out in Chapter 3 primarily since they are both temporary solutions and
do not meet the goals of the NCP. Leaching of contaminants is an
additional factor used to screen out soil stabilization. A soil cover
does not meet the criteria for protectiveness or long term
effectiveness based on the waste characteristics at the Summit
National Site. The requirements to repair topsoil and revegetate
every ten years is a common industry standard that is based on past
experience and used as a basis for estimating operating and
maintenance costs. Whether repair is the result of poor management or
other factors is not at issue.

Removal
Comment :

The PRPs claim that risk numbers and the scenario for subsurface soils
are illogical. Buried drum delineation needs to be defined
adequately.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Additional delineation and estimates of numbers of drums will be

performed during the pre-design investigation. The data gathered
during the remedial investigation represent the best estimate and
effort. The actual number of drums can only be determined through
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excavation and removal. This action is more appropriate during the
remedial action. Prior to remedial alternative implementation during
the design phase, the mumber of drums will be better estimated to
develop costing and design plans. The scenario of exposure to
subsurface soils through dermal contact and incidental ingestion is
appropriate to consider when defining the extent to which "hot spot"
soils require treatment.

Initially, the grid square (2-4) with a 1 x 10~4 risk was not included
in the "hot spot" soils removal scenario. However, after further
consideration of soil block units exceeding the cancer risk of 1 X
1075, a more protective soil removal scenario has been developed. Soil
block units with a risk less than 1072 risk are shallow (0-2 ft) and
will be covered by a cap to prevent direct contact and exposure
through ingestion. The concept of addressing "hot spot" soils is not
to provide complete treatment but to provide a cost effective
alternative that eliminates a substantial source of risk while beirng
cost-effective. The "hot spot" delineation is located primarily on
the southern half of the site where the buried drums were identified.

The delineation of "hot spot" soils for removal and the delineation of
the area to be capped are based on two different issues. Treatment of
Yhot spots" to address reduction in mobility, toxicity, and volume is
based on a cost effective volume that reduces a majority of risk.
Placement of the cap is required over the entire site to contain
treated soils ard reduce exposure to unacceptable soil contamination.

Coment :

According to the PRPs, the storage capacity is insufficient for
stockpiling soils.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The temporary staging of soils under the pole building should never
reach the capacity of the building. Soils will be stored temporarily
(several days) until fed into the incinerator. This is an ongoing
practice and not intended to serve as long-term storage.

Comment:

The PRPs claim that the 85,000 c.y of soil was increased arbitrarily
to 105,000 c.y.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Soil blocks exceeding cancer risks of 1 x 10~® are equivalent to
85,000 c.y. When considering cost sensitivity and technical
implementability, the location of certain contaminated soil blocks
result in the unavoidable removal of clean soil blocks. To work
arourd such blocks is impracticable and cumbersame resulting in
increased construction costs. The 105,000 c.y. of soils proposed for



—45-

removal results in the most cost-effective and practicable method for
the contaminated vadose soil removal scenario.

Comment :

The PRPs state that excavation of all unconsolidated material is
unrealistic.
U.S. EPA's Response:

The alternative to remove all unconsolidated material represents the
maximm extent of treatment possible at the site resulting in no
residual contamination that eliminates long-term management. This
alternative is extremely difficult to implement and is very costly.

Surface Water and Groundwater Treatment
Comment :

The PRPs state that the influent is not chemically characterized.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The chemical characteristics of the influent are currently based on
surface water and groundwater analytical results from the remedial
investigation. A treatability study could be conducted prior to
installing the treatment process to assure it's removal efficiency
rate. This treatability study will be conducted during the remedial
design phase. In waste water treatment design, there are key
campourds that process design engineers look for, that if present at
certain concentrations, can create problems for treatment systems. No
such chemicals at restrictive concentrations have been detected at the
Summit National Site.

Groundwater Operable Unit Vertical Barrier:
Comment :

The PRPs believe that hydraulic contaimment at the site perimeter
would accomplish the same abjective as the contaimment wall.

U.S. EPA's Response:

During the technology screening process leading to alternative
development the use of hydraulic contairment through other process
options under vertical barriers was evaluated. The soil bentonite
slurry wall was the only option that passed through screening for its
ability to minimize lateral migration of contaminated grourdwater. An
additional feature of the slurry wall is that it can prevent lateral
migration of groundwater from clean up-gradient sources into_the
contaminated area beneath the site. The permeability of 10~7 cm/sec
that can be achieved by a soil bentonite slurry wall does not depend
on the permeability of natural soils used. The higher the
permeability of natural soils, the higher the portion of bentonite
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that will be used. The 1076 permeabilities of surrounding soils

presents the lower range. The higher range of permeabilities was
estimated at 1073,

Based on current available hydrogeologic data, drains (hydraulic
control) may not be technically feasible due to the hydraulic
conductivity of on-site soils. An additional concern is that drains
would not be effective in dewatering the water table adequately to
prevent downward vertical migration of contaminants into the upper
intermediate unit.

Low Permeability Cover
Comment :

The PRPs claim that a low permeability soil cover is not necessary
since soil leachability is low and groundwater treatment is less
costly than constructing the cap.

U.S. EPA's

Using the current quality of the water table aquifer one can assume
that the contaminated soils or buried wastes leach sufficient
concentrations of chemicals to necessitate treatment. Those levels,
however, are not a problem for treatment.

By not using a low permeability cover, the collection and treatment of
contaminated groundwater will continue indefinitely. At some point in
time, this perpetual treatment would exceed eventually the cost of a
RCRA cap.

Groundwater Extraction/Collection
Comment:

According to the PRPs, the FS has arbitrarily included the low
permeability (RCRA) cap and contaimment wall with the groundwater
collection system.

U.S. EPA's :

The RCRA cap is an integral component of the groundwater extraction
and gradient stabilization system included with the proposed
alternative, not an arbitrary addition as the comments suggest.
Groundwater remediation and gradient control considerations are
presented in Appendix B and C of the FS.

Singular component technologies such as pipe or media drains, typical
extraction wells and radial collection wells passed Chapter 3
screening as being able to achieve the general response goal
established and suitable to site characteristics. Only radial
collection wells were eliminated in Chapter 4 of the FS, due to high
cost and unacceptable health and safety risk to workers.
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The groundwater extraction system designed to dewater the water table
aquifer was developed based on concepts presented in Appendices B and
C of the FS report. The point that the commenter makes where
reduction of the water table by greater than one foot would cause a
gradient reversal is only true in one area; that is the extreme
southern portion of the site. This is because the base of the water
table is slightly lower and the piezometric surface on the Upper
Sharon unit is slightly higher. At other locations at the site much
more drawdown is necessary.

Perimeter drains were not considered for alternatives that included
partial removal of soils. They were screened out due to extensive
costs to include wall shoring, dewatering, and safety during
installation. Constructability of a drain system would also be very
difficult. Also perimeter drains alone are inadequate due to limited
radius of influence due to hydraulic conductivities at the site. In
Alternative 7 when all unconsolidated materials were removed, gravel
trench drains were used since they will be constructed simultaneously
during the backfilling operation.

The groundwater extraction and gradient control system the U.S. EPA
has proposed for its recommended alternative is complex but is based
on the available data. More data needs to be collected during the
remedial design to refine the system. 1If additional hydrogeologic
data collected during the design phase shows a more permeable system
exists than some of the current data suggests, then the number of
wells could be reduced and costs would also be lowered. If fewer
drains were also required they may prove to be more economical. The
commenters statement that the costs for the proposed extraction system
are underestimated by a factor of three is an unsupported opinion.
Costs are based on published reference and industry contacts which
resulted in what U.S. EPA believes are adequate estimates to comply
with +50 and -30 reliability.

Again the commenter now says they do not believe that intermediate
zone groundwater extraction wells are warranted or advisable. This is
the third instance the commenter changes their technical opinion on
this issue.

In summary U.S. EPA has stated that more data are necessary to refine
the proposed groundwater extraction system. That data will be
collected during design and may or may not have significant changes on
cost or technologies of the currently proposed system.

4.4 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT
General Comment:

The PRPs claim that the Feasibility study fails to evaluate the
reduction of risk associated with each alternative.



U.S. EPA's Response:

Alternatives 3 through 9 eliminate risks associated with the site,
although through different cambinations of treatment, engineering, and
institutional controls. Since all exposure routes are eliminated, no
residual risks would occur providing there is no interference or
failure of the components of the remedial altermative.

Coment:
The PRPs state that the residual risk in Alternmative 5 is minmute.

U.S. EPA's Response:

It is true that the exposure pathway to untreated soils is eliminated
by the installation of the multi-layer cap. The purpose of risk
numbers for each soil block is to define the "hot spot" soils and the
extent of residual contamination allowable at the site. The overall
risk associated with the remaining cells is 3 x 10~2, which is
acceptable for contaimment rather than treatment.

Coment:

The PRPs prefer that the effectiveness of the alternatives be
evaluated in terms of contaminant mass:

U.S. EPA's Response

As previously discussed, contaminant mass is not indicative of health
risks. In addition, contaminant mass does not relate to clean-up
standards and therefore, this criteria would be inappropriate to
evaluate effectiveness.

Comment @

The PRPs propose that intermediate alternatives between Alternative 2
and 3 need to be evaluated.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Alternative 2 represents the minimm action with no treatment or
contairment options. Alternmative 3 represents contaimment with
treatment of the major source of contamination which is drums for this
particular site. U.S. EPA considers the range between Alternatives 2
and 3 reasonable and appropriate.

Detailed Analysis of Assembled Alternatives
Effectiveness and Implementability

Comments made by the PRPs regarding reduction in risks, total mass of
contaminants, volume of 430,000 c.y. and cost effectiveness have been
previously discussed in this document.
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Comment::

The PRPs claim that a soil cover is less costly than a multi-layer
cap.

U.S. EPA's Response:

As previously discussed, a soil cover does not provide proper
contaimment due to its potential for cracking and leaking caused by
natural freeze/thaw cycles, and it also does not eliminate
infiltration which is an important function of the cap.

The initial screening of a viable alternative is primarily based on
its ability to be effective and implementable. Cost effectiveness is
a significant factor but it is not the primary decisive factor. If
two or more alternative provide similar results in effectiveness and
implementability, then cost effectiveness could be used as the
decisive factor. However, this is not the case for a soil cover
versus a milti-layer cap based on the waste characteristics at the
Summit National Site.

Cost Analysis
Conment:

According to the PRPs, the cost analysis fails to provide construction
and capital costs on a yearly basis to account for sequential
implementation of various cost items.

U.S. EPA's Response:

It is important that all costs are prepared using an equal and
camparable methodology to allow for direct comparison of alternatives
that contain different technologies and are implemented over different
periods of time. Cost estimates for the assembled alternatives were
prepared from cost information included in the U.S. EPA's "Campendium
of Costs of Remedial Technologies at Hazardous Waste Sites," the 1987
Means Site Work Cost Data guide, U.S. EPA's "Remedial Action at Waste
Disposal Sites Handbook," estimates for similar projects, and
estimates provided by equipment vendors.

All capital costs and operations and maintenance costs are carried to
a present worth based on 30 years at 10% interest rate. The order-of-
magnitude cost estimates presented have been prepared from the
information available at the time of the estimate. Final costs of
assembled alternatives will depend on actual labor and material costs,
actual site conditions, productivity, competitive market conditions,
final project scope, final project schedule continuity of personnel,
engineering between the feasibility study and final design, and other
variable factors. As a result, the final alternative costs will vary
from the estimates presented in this report. Most of these factors
are not expected to affect the relative cost differences between
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alternatives. Factors that may substantially affect the relative cost
difference are discussed under "Cost Sensitivity Analysis". Because
of these factors funding needs must be carefully reviewed prior to
making specific financial decisions or establishing final budgets.

SECTION 5.0 — PRP'S PREFFRRED REMEDTAL, ACTTION ATTFRNATIVES

U.S. EPAhasalreadyprovidedcmmnentstothePRP'sproposed
alternative in responding to the CRA's Report in the Executive
Sumary. The two differences between U.S. EPA's recommended
alternative and the PRP's, are the issues of the soil cover and the
grourdwater extraction/gradient control system. The issue regarding
soil cover versus RCRA cap is fairly straight forward since a RCRA cap
is a regulatory requirement. U.S. EPA believes that some additional
discussion on the contaimment, collection, and extraction of
groundwater is warranted.

Based on current data available on site hydrogeologic conditions, the
system proposed by the PRPs would not dewater the water table
adequately to prevent vertical dowrward movement of contaminants into
the upper intermediate unit. For a system similar to that shown on
Figure 5.1, an up-gradient drain would prabably need to be installed
to intercept water recharging the water table aquifer from north of
the site. Additionally, several more north-south oriented drains
would be required to adequately dewater the water table aquifer based
on current hydraulic conductivity data. The radius of influence of
drains proposed on Figure 5.1 is much larger than estimated based on
RI data. The proposed system may be feasible based on the refinement
of data during the Remedial Design phase, but current data indicates
it would not achieve groundwater remediation cbjectives.

RI/FS Comments Submitted by the Summit National PRP Group - March 11,
1988:

This document presents camments concerning legal and technical
matters. The legal comments presented in Section II have been
addressed previously in this document under the section entitled
"Iegal Caments". The technical issues are generally based on the
report prepared by the PRP consultants, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates
(CRA) .

The detailed technical issues raised by the PRP's consultants, CRA,
were presented in Attachment E. These comments have been responded to
by U.S. EPA in the previous section entitled "Technical Caments". 1In
reviewing the PRP document, there are some technical and procedural
comments that were not raised in the CRA document. The following
section includes responses to those comments.
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Section 1 - Introduction

Section I of the PRP Group report presents numerous comments that have
already been addressed during the discussion of the CRA report. The
issues already responded to include the interceptor and collector
drain system, excavation of offsite soils with lTow levels of
contamination, volume of "hot spot" soils, and the use of an
impermeable cover. The commenter later addresses excavation of
offsite soils that are "significantly contaminated" (page 6) which is
inconsistent with their previous comments about offsite soils with low
levels of contamination (page 4). It is not clear exactly what soils
the commenters are referring to. The PRP Group goes on to state that
they are basically in agreement with U.S. EPA's proposed alternative.
The two differences, groundwater collection and soil cover, have been
previously addressed. The need for an exploratory trench program to
delineate buried drums and the removal of "hot spot" soils based on
mass instead of risk have also been addressed.

The commenters note that the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease
Registry (ATSDR) has not presented a health assessment. ATSDR is
currently developing the health assessment for the Summit National
Site. The health assessment is based on the Remedial Investigation
and Feasibility Study report. The health assessment will be completed
by the time this Record of Decision is signed by the U.S. EPA.

Section II:

This section refers to legal matters which have been previously
addressed.

Section III:

This section presents specific comments on the RI report. All issues
presented in this section have been responded to during the review of
the CRA report. These include comments on “other potential
shortcomings" numbers 1-3 and 5-16. The PRP comment No. 4 concerning
adjacent subsurface soil samples needs further clarification. The two
foot vertical interval used for soil characterization represents a
common sample interval (split spoon samples). Also as previously
discussed, this will provide 192 2-ft. thick soil units for evaluation
at the site, which were deemed sufficient. The fact that certain
soils were loose such as fill, and a 3 or 4 ft., interval was required
to obtain sufficient sample volume is beyond control. The adjacent
split spoon samples were taken vertically and may in fact represent an
interval larger than 2 feet.

Section IV:

This section presents specific comments on the FS report. All issues
presented in this section have been responded to during the review of
the CRA report. These include comments or deficiencies numbered 1
through 23.
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General comments were made stating that the FS did not provide
applicable screening of technologies. The identification and initial
and detailed screening of technologies allows for a more thorough
evaluation of applicable remedial technologies. Chapter 3 of the FS
screens technologies on the basis of their compatibility with site
conditions and waste characteristics. Those applicable technologies
are then screened with respect to effectiveness, implementability, and
cost. This screening process is in accordance with the NCP and U.S.
EPA's FS guidance.

Comment :

The PRPs state that technologies such as polymerization,
bioreclamation, and critical fluid extraction were eliminated because
of their experimental and unproven nature, yet in-situ vitrification
was retained.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Certain technologies were not screened out not based solely on its
experimental and unproven nature but also the uncertainty of its
compatibility with waste characteristics. SARA Section 105 authorizes
the use of innovative technglogies that are appropriate for
utilization in response actions. Vitrification applies to soil
remediation and appears promising in its application to hazardous
waste site remediation. However, for this particular site,
incineration was selected as the preferred treatment technology based
on feasibility and implementability.

Comment ;

The commenters noted that the detailed analysis of alternatives does
not include the proper criteria by the NCP.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The FS for the Summit National Site is consistent with SARA and U.S.
EPA's Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) directives
for evaluation of alternatives. The detailed analysis follows U.S.
EPA's evaluation criteria. Effectiveness includes an evaluation on
protectiveness, reliability, meeting ARARs, and reduction in toxicity,
mobility and volume. Implementability includes technical feasibility,
availability, and administrative feasibility. Finally a cost analysis
which includes capital, operations and maintenance costs. In
conclusion all alternatives were properly evaluated and is accordance
with the NCP.

Comment :

The PRPs state that the FS cannot be finalized without an evaluation
on community acceptance.
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U.S. EPA's :

The FS is entitled "The Public Comment Feasibility Sstudy" and has
undergone public review. Based on public comments received by the
camumnity there is no justifiable cause to reopen the FS.

Finally, Section 5 presents the PRP's proposed alternative which has
already been camented on in the CRA report review.
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Contaminant

Arsa Affscied

VOLATILES

Methylens Chloride
Acetone
1,1-Dichloroethsne
1,2-Dichloroethsne
2-Butsnone

1,1,1-Trichloroethane

Trichloroethene

4-Methyl -2-Pentanone

Toluene
Ethy\lbenzene

SEM| -VOLATJLES

4-Hethyliphenol
2,4-Dimethylphenol
Phenol

Isophorone
Nephthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene

Bis(2-ethythexyl)Phthalate

Note:

TABLE 3-1

MOST REPRESENTATIVE ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS IDENTIFIED
IN THE SHALLOM GROUNDWATER SYSTEM
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Southwestern quadrant
Sauthern half of site
Sauthern helf of site
Southern hatf of site
Southern hatf of site
Southern half of site
Southern hatf of site
Southwestern quadrant
Southwestern quadrant
Southern half

Southwest quedrant
Southwest quedrant
Southwest quedrant
Southern half of site
Southwest quedrant
Southwest quadrant

Southern half of the site

mi-7 used for background concentration

* average of 2 duplicates, duptlicates not averaged had one value of 0

Naximum Background Comments
Conc, (ug/l) Conc, (ug/l)
24,000 2%
1,300,000 4
12,000 ) Tends to occur at higher concentrations in shallower wells
115,000* (1)
650,000 140
53,000 ND Tends to occur at higher concentrations in shallower wells
27,000 16 Terds to occur at higher concentrations {n shaliower wells
62,000 ND Tends to occur at higher concentrations in shallower wells *
18,000* 16%% Tends to occur at higher concentrations in deeper wells
11,000 1] Tends to:occur at higher concentrations in shallower ucllp:
510 N
130¢ ND
7,000 NO
2,600 ND Tends to occur at higher concentrations in deeper wells
620 L Terds to occur at higher concentrations in shallower wells
370 ) Terdds to occur at higher concentrations in shallower wells
7,250* 5 Tends to occur at higher concentrations in deeper wells

** Concentration level can be attributed to lab contamination




TABLE 3-2

IDENTIFIED ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN MW-24
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Concentration Concentration Concentration Maximum Concentration in

Contamipant in MW-24 in MW-25 in MW-22 Water-Table Aquifer
Methylene Chloride 180 ug/1 3 ug/1 1 ug/1 24,000 ug/1
‘Aceﬁone 2,700 13 9 1,300,000
1,1-Dichloroethane 820 5 ND 12,000
1,2-Dichloroethane 5,800 100 ND 115,000
2-Butanone 1,800 15 15 650,000
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 360 3 ND 53,000
Trichloroethene 55 ND ND 18,000
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 250 ND ND 62,000
Toluene 3,200 9 ND 27,000
Ethylbenzene 590 ND ND 11,000
“4-Methylphenol 140 ND ND 510
Isophorone 41 ND ND 2,600
2,4-Dimethylphenol 16 ND ND 140
Naphthalene 11 ND 620
2-Methylnaphthalene 5 ND 3 370

ND - Not Detected




TABLE 3-3

SUMMARY LIST OF ORGANIC PARAMEYERS IDENTIFIED
IN BACKGROUND (1) SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nunber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard pper 95X
Detected (2) Concentrationg (3) Concentration(3)(4) Deviations(3) onfldence Limit (3)

Volatite ter
Toluene 14 4 - 3 9 8 13
Total Xylenes 2 6 -7 1 2 2
BNA Perameters
Benzolc Acid 3 1604 - 11004 126 3 297
Naphthalene 10 1100 - 3500 859 1124 1438
2-Methylnaphthalene 1" 554 - 3700 9T 1196 1587
Acenaphthylene 2 a34 - 1504 14 40 35
Dibenzofuran 8 2304 - 810 212 265 349
Fluorene 2 65J - 944 9 27 23
Hexachlorobenzene 1 3304 19 80 61
Pentachlorophenol 1 87) 5 21 16
Phenanthrene 15 420 - 2400 725 72 1091
Anthracene 3 674 - 280J 30 76 69
Di-N-Butylphthalate [ 493 - 2704 &5 79 86
fluoranthene 16 694 - 2100 353 470 594
Pyrene 16 544 - 1500 331 352 512
Benzo(a)Anthracene 14 59J - 1000 222 241 346
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 8 404 - 120 32 39 S
Chrysene 15 473 - 1100 268 302 423
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 14 49J - 1900 351 480 598
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 14 494 - 1900 351 4B0 598
8ento(e)Pyrene 1 653 - 1100 161 2N 301
indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 4 824 - 550 68 158 150
Dibenz(a, h)Anthracene 2 973 - 1204 13 36 3
Benzo(g,h, i)Perylene 4 1504 - 470 65 136 135

Pesticides/PCB's

None .- ..

Notes:

(1) - Includes residential, farm and mine soil samples

(2) - Oout of total 17 samples

(3) - Units - ug/kg

(4) - Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J - Estimated value

8 - foud in laboratory blank




TABLE 3-3
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN BACKGROUND SOLLS (1)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nunber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X
Paramete Petected (2] Concentrations (3) Concentration {3){(4) Devistions{3) Confidence Limit (3)

Aluminum 17 4070 - 18100 9661 3964 11699
Ant { mony ] (201R 1 H 4
Argenic 16 [5.8) - 26 16 6 19
Barium 7 [28) - [145) 85 29 100
Beryll{ium 15 {0.32) - (1.3) 0.54 0.538 0.726
Cadmium " 2.3 - 4.1 2 2 3
Calcium 14 (201 - 5510 3253 7903 316
Chromiun 7 12 - 24 17 3 18
Cobaetlt 17 5.91 - 21 1n 4 13
Copper 17 {16} - 51 25 9 29
lron \14 16600 - 39400 25694 7543 29572
Leod \7 17 - I & 98 "7
Cyanide 8 69 - 4,2 0.65 1.045 1.18%
Magnea ium 17 {1720) - 5340 2356 829 2782
Manganese 17 1054,R - 15804 R 729 531 1003
Mercury 3 (.095) - .38 0.043 0.108 0.098
Nickel \7 {11} - 38 16 [ 19
Potassfum 17 {905) - [3100) 1832 639 2161
Silver 10 {2.5}4,R - 16J4,R 3 4 5
Sod{um 1 7 46 189 143
Vanadium 17 (14) - (36) 24 [ 26
linc 77 50 - 227 87 49 13
Notes:

(1) Inctudes residential, farm, and mine soil samples

(2) ©Out of totat 17 samples

(3) Units - mg/kg dry weight

(4) MHean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
{} - Positive value less than contract required detection limit

R - Spike sample recovery not within contract limits

J - Estimated value




TABLE 3-4

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SURFACE SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Upper 95%
Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) Confidence Limft in Confidence Limit in

Inorganic Parameters _Onsite Onsite Onsfite Onsite Background Samples (2) Residential Sofl Samples (2)
Ant imony 1" [161R-545R 17 n 4 N
Arsenic 53 7.35-{351R 17 9 19 24
Barium 61 [39)-343 103 58 100 133
Beryliium 36 10.32}- (1.9 0.59 0.56 0.726 1,074
Codmium 13 [2.41-112 3 1% 3 3
Calcium 61 (8641 -38029 8982 9281 7316 4289
Chromium 61 8.7-102 27 18 18 23
Cobelt 4«8 6.6} - {28) 1" 8 13 18
Copper 61 -7 37 27 2 43
Cysnide 37 0.31%-43.6 4 " 1.186 2.895
Iron 61 11489-95300 39531 18264 29572 30494
Magnesium 60 [3261-6120 2827 1344 2782 4142
Manganese 61 29-2620 365 346 1003 1362
Mercury 36 10.0841-0.81 0.167 0.198 0.098 0.289
Nickel S8 15.3)-56 26 12 19 30
Selenium 2 3R-8.2R 0 1 ND NO
Sodium 3% 11061 - [1280) 164 229 143 ")
Tin 7 [13]R-106 3 14 ND NO
vanadium 61 [14)-62 28 12 26 32
2inc 61 24-803 168 149 13 197

(1) Out of total &1 samples

(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
R Spike recovery not within control timits

{ ] Positive values less than the contract required detection Limit

S Value determined by standard addition

( -




TABLE 3-4
(con't)
SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SURFACE SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95% Upper 95X
Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) Confidence Limit in Confidence Limit in
Volatile Parameters Oons|te Onaite Oongite Onsite Background Samples (2) Residential Soil Samples (2)
Methylene Chloride 22 3.8-180008 406 2375 ND NO
Acetone 25 64-5200008 9484 66152 ND ND
Carbon Disulfide 3 5-10 0 2 ND KO
1,1-Dichloroethene 2 3.2-33 1 4 NO ND
1,1-Dichloroethane ] 7-15 1 3 ND ND
Trans-1,2-0ichloroethene 7 2.4-381 9 49 X0 NO
Chloroform 10 2J-43004,** [(4 546 ND ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 9 44 - 80000** nm 14120 ND ND
2-Butanone 15 $J-380008 ,** 1682 6901 ND NO
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 31 3J-510004* 2216 9022 ND ND
Trichloroethene 38 2J-160000** 8017 30691 ND NO
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2 14-48 1 [ ND ND
Benzene 30 1J-24 3 5 ND ND
Hexanone 5 19-44004* 146 783 ND ND
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 2 78-45000%* 739 STV ND ND
Tetrachloroethene 12 1J-46004,** 97 604 ND ND
Toluene 40 2.2-260000** 7002 34207 13 "
Chlorobenzene 9 4J-3600* 62 457 ND ND
Ethylbenzene 18 3.7-180000%* 4882 24924 ND ND
Totat Xylenes 27 7.3-7300004* 20440 101649 2 ND

(1) out of totsl 61 senples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J Estimated value

B found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
** Analyzed at medium concentration

ND Not detected




TABLE 3-4
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SURFACE SOILS YHAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nutber of Times Range of Detected Mean Stendard Upper 95X Upper 95X
Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) Confidence Limit in Confidence Limit in

BNA Parameters Ongite Ongite Onsite Onsite Background Samples (2) Residential Sail Semples (2)
Phenol 8 290J-44000** 1304 6368 NO ND
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 2 3304 1" 59 ND ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 4 764-18000J ,** 304 2285 NO ND
1,2-Dichloraobenzene 9 524-140000** 3811 19627 NO NO
2-Methylphenol é 3104-4800 165 689 ND NO
4 -Methylphenol 4 45)-830 29 136 NO N
Isophorone 4 63.1-3000 m 533 NO ND
2,4 -Dimethy!phenotl 5 8004-7000 213 966 N NO
Benzoic Acid 6 1,600J-8000) 370 1299 297 8as
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzens é 3304-14000 293 1786 NO ND
Naphthalene {1} 2604-43000% 1965 5883 1438 1214
2-Methylnaphthalene 30 370- 14000 1856 3410 1587 1726
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 3 53000 *- 2800000** 84475 4562461 NO NO
Acenaphthene 7 484-1600J &9 252 35 106
Diethylphthalate 8 3304-16004 95 283 NO ND
Fluorene 10 65J-1600J 81 256 23 n
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 5 8004-1600J 79 279 N ND
Hexachlorobenzene 21 48J-250000** asn 38049 61 196
Phenanthrene 28 2704-130004,%* 1095 223 1091 1122
Anthracene 2 16004~ 130004, ** 239 1660 69 199
Di-N-Butylphthalate 23 1404,8-12000J, ** 1538 3107 85 213
Butylbenzytphthalate 1" 330-12000J ,** 592 2052 N ND
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 47 5508 - 3300000 103511 453957 52 107
Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 30 48J-1700002* 7925 28180 N ]
Pesticide Parameters
Heptachlor Epoxide 2 19.84-204J 1 4 )] NO
PCB's (4) 19 404-590000C, ** 17058 8399 NO ND

(1) Out of total 61 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean celculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
(&) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

J Estimated value

** Analyzed at medium concentration

8 Found in laboratory blank, possible/probable contamination

ND Not detected

C ldentification confirmed by GC/MS




TABLE 3-5

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
I8 ONSITE SOILS (2-4 FY.) THAY EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Confidence Limit
Volatile Parameters Petected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentratfons (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Background Samples (2)
Methylene Chloride 1 4704,8 59 155 ND
Acetone 3 1208- 170008, ** 2263 5579 ND
Carbon Disulfide 4 34-20 6 7 ND
1,1-Dichloroethene 1 430J Sé 142 ND
1,1-Dichloroethane 2 14-4304 56 142 ND
Trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 2 14004-T7700** 1138 2522 ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 2 81-32004 410 1055 ND
2-Butanone 2 450008, J- 490008 ,** 1ro 20376 ND
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 5 10-43000%* a391 15255 ND
Trichloroethene S 5-140000** 21502 45996 )
1,1,2-Trichtoroethane 1 $104 64 169 WD
Benzene 8 13-110 26 34 ND
4-Hethyl-2-Pentanone 3 14- 15000 re Y44 5040 ND
Tetrachloroethene 3 3J-38004, % 476 1256 ND
Toluene 8 17-460004 6990 15027 13
Chtorobenzene 4 11-6704 98 217 NO
Ethylbenzene 7 7-3800J NG 1553 ND
Totsl Xylenes 8 11-30000J 6083 10771 2

(1) Out of totel 8 semples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J Estimated value

8 Found in lsboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
** Analyzred at medium concentration

ND Not detected




Semi-Volatile Parameter

Phenol
1,4-Dichiorobenzene
1,2-Dichlorobenzene

4 -Methylphenol
2,4-Dimethylphenal
Benzoic Acid
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene
Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Dibenzofuran

Fluorene
Hexachlorobenzene
Phenanthrene
Di-N-Butylphthalate
fluoranthene

Pyrene
Butylbenzylphthalate
Benro(s)anthracene
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate
Chrysene

Di-N-Octyl Phthslate
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene
Benzo(g,h,{)Perytene

Pesticides
Heptachlor Epoxide
PCBs (&)

Mirex

(1) out of total 8 sanples
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

Number of Times
ected (1

- Had N e OO VIO = VN b =t et ea s N

TABLE 3-5
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED

IN ONSITE SOILS (2 - & FTV.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

(3)

Stendard
Deviation (2)

Upper 95X Confidence Limit

in Backqround Semptes (2)

Range of Detected Mean

Concentrations (2 Concentrations
524-3300 419
764-1500J 197
8300 1038
681 9
1904 24
9300 1163
4200 525
200J-27000** 5197
3104-44000%* 8030
1204-63004,** 1448
59J-28004,** S27
5800 725
290J- 16000%* 3506
150J,8-18008 875
594-22004,%* 760
160J4-36004, ** 903
2200 275
784-30004,%* 580
58J-130000 16622
76J-2700J ,** 522
13000 1625
68.4-14004 194
734-12004 207
5504 49
6400C 800
90004 1125

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples shere parameters not detected
(4) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

J Estimated value

B Found in leboratory blank, possible/probable contamination
C ldentification confirmed by GC/NMS
*¢ Analyzed at medium concentrations

1089
493
2745
22
63
3076
1389
8493
13854
2062
916
1918
5113
470
840
1159
728
984
42857
880
4299
457
384

182
217
2976




Number of Times

TABLE 3-5
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (2 - & FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

Range of Detected

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Mean

Standard
Deviation (2)

Upper 95X Confidence Limit
in Background (2)

Parameters Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3)
Arsenic 8 14-613 24
Barium 8 161)-245 130
Beryllium 6 [0.491- [0.93) 0.61
Cadmium 3 2.n-13 &
Chromium 8 9-732 102
Copper 8 22-43 34
Mercury 4 {0.074)-0.32 0.12
Nickel 8 8.61-27 20
Selenium 1 5.18 1
Thall fum 1 5.9 1
Tin- 2 1151- 1201 4

(1) Out of total 8 samples
(2) units mg/kg dry weight
(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
{ ) Positive values less than the contract required detection limit

J Estimated value

19
100
0.726
3

18

29

0.098

EEES




TABLE 3-6

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PC8 PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (4 - 6 FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Confidence Limit

BNA and PCB Parameters Detect entrations (2 Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Background Samples (2)
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 1 544 " 22 ]

fluorene 2 $7J-69J 25 n 23
Di-n-Butylphthalate 3 3808- 10958 435 21 86
Butylbenzylphthalate 1 594 12 24 NO
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate S 47J-4500 1787 1884 52

Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 1 1300 260 520 N
Pesticides

Heptachlor Epoxide 1 680** 136 272 ND

Mirex 1 12000** 2400 4800 ND

(1) out of total 5 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J  Estimated value

B Found in leboratory blank, possible/probsble contamination

KO0 Not detected

*¢  Anaslyzed at medium concentrations




-~
~

TABLE 3-6
{(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF JNORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (& - 6 FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATJONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Confidence Limit
Inorganic Paremeters Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Background (2)
Ant imony 1 [16)4,8 3 6 4
Chromium 5 11-115 35 40 18
Copper 5 29-43 3 S 29
lron 5 24700-50800 34060 8933 29572
Magnes ium S {12601 -6020 2954 1636 2782
Mercury 2 0.19-0.25 0.083 0.109 0.098
Nickel S (151-40 25 9 19
Sodium 1 (680) 136 27 143
2inc 5 51-359 129 116 113

(1) Out of total 5 samptes
(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
R Spike recovery not within control limits

( ) Positive values less than the contract required detection limit

J Estimtaed value




TABLE 3-6
(con't)
SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (4 - & FT.) THAT EXCEED BACXGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Number of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Confidence Level
Votatile Parameters Petected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) in 8ackground Samples (?)
Methylene Chloride 1 17004 ,8 340 680 ND
Acetone 3 1008- 480008, 4 9644 19178 ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 1 89004 1780 3560 ND
2-Butanone 1 1900008, J - 38000 76000 ND
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 2 5-2800J 561 1120 ND
Trichloroethene 2 44-11004 221 440 ND
Benzene 4 4J-3 15 13 ND
Toluene 5 36-260003 5270 10365 13
Chiorobenzene 1 & 1 2 ND
Ethylbenzene 5 4J-410004 8206 16397 ND
Total Xylenes ] 11-2400004 48036 95982 2

(1) Out of total 5 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculsted using zero for samples where parasmeters not detected
J  Estimated velue

B Found in lsborstory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
ND Not detected




Number of Times

TABLE 3-7

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMEYERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (6-8 FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Range of Detected

Mean

Standard

Upper 95X Confidence Level

Volatile Parameters Petected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Background Samples(2)
Methylene Chloride 8 1904,%*-60008,J,** 814 1766 ND
Acetone 10 1308- 420008 ,** 5212 11024 ND
Carbon Disul fide 10 3J-10 2 3 ND
1,1-Dichloroethene 5 34-76004 ,** 293 1461 ND
1,1-Dichloroethane 10 3J-41000** 2104 8169 ND
Trans-1,2-Dichloroethene b 347100 482 1682 ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 9 14-68000** 5887 17558 D
2-Butanone 7 1804,8,**-400008, ** 5348 11033 ND
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 15 42-230000** 10252 44102 ND
Trichloroethene 20 44-430000** 21525 83962 ND
Benzene 19 44-110 19 23 ND
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 8 4J-6400J,** 354 1301 ND
Tetrachloroethene [ 34-25004,%* 193 639 ND
Toluene 26 17-140000** 9818 28420 13
Chlorobenzens 5 5-5200¢¢ 203 999 ND
Ethylbenzene 2 3J-760004 ,** 9789 20794 ND
Total Xylenes 26 9-270000* 3ovar 84355 2

(1) out of total 26 samples
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Meen calculated using zero for sanples where parameters not detected

J Estimated vatue

8 Fourd {n laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable ccntamination

** Analyred at medium concentration
ND Not detected




Nuwber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard
BNA_and PCB Parameters Petected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2)
Phenol 2 874-740 32 143
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 2 240J-2300),** 9 46
1,2-Dichlorabenzene 4 494-17000%* 748 3266
Isophorone 2 444-720 29 138
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2 1004-2104 12 44
Naphthalene 26 794-7800%* 1802 2101
2-Methylnapthalene 25 130J-68004* 1639 1604
fluorene " 63J-360 83 125
Hexachlorobenzene 3 960-34000** 14645 6532
Phenanthrene 25 110447004, ** 1122 1214
Di-N-Butylphthalate 16 1004,8-24004,** 157 586
Butylbenzylphthalate 4 4504-49004 , ** 383 1133
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 26 714-3700004* 28086 16468
Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 12 444-220004= 1307 4272
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 5 54J-29004,** 134 558
Dibenz(s, h)Anthracene 3 664-27004 ,** 122 522
Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 14 534-45000%* 255 ass
Pesticides
4,4'-007 2 7-36 2 8
PCB's(4) 7 990-370004* 2230 7245

(1) Out of total 26 samples
(2) Units ug/kg dry welight

TABLE 3-7
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCé PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED

IN ONSITE SOILS (6 - B FY.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

(3) Mean calculated using tero for samples where parameters not detected
(4) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

J Estimated value

** Analyzed at medium concentration
8 Found in laboratory blank, possible/probable contamination

ND Not detected

Upper 95X Confidence Limit
in Background Samples (2)

135




Inorqanic Parameters

Nurber of Times

Detected (1)

TABLE 3-7
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (6 - B FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

Range of Detected
Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3)

Arsenic
Barium
Beryll jum
Chromium
Cobalt
Copper
iron
Magnes ium
Nickel

Potassium
Zinc

(1) out of total 26 samples
(2) units mg/kg dry welight

26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26

9.33-293
{35)-253
(0.45)-(1.8)
8.8-29
(n-51
19-66
20800- 48900
(1340] -5140
[16) 47
(12201 -3450
41-195

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

19
61
0.54
17
15
30
32462
3233
29
1730
90

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
R Spike recovery not within controt limits

[ ) Positive values less then the contract required detection limit

S Value determined by standard addition

J Estimated value

Standard
Deviation (2)

Upper 95X Confldence Limit

in Background (2)

50
0.35

310
1060

494
5

19
100
0.726
18

13

29
29572
are2
19
2161
113




TABLE 3-8

SUMMARY OF ORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN
CEMENT PLANT SURFACE SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Upper 95X

Number of Renge of Detected Nean Stendard Confidence Limit Confidence Limit
Parameters 1imes Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentration (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Onsite Soil in Background
Sail
Volatiles
Methylene Chloride 6 24-18 3 5 1007 ND
1,2-0ichloroethane 2 44-16 1 4 4750 ND
BNA and PCB
Naphthalene 4 2294-36000** 3828 9476 3453 1438
2-Hethylnaphthal ene 11 904-55000** 5353 14471 279 1587
Dibenzofuran 4 574-12000** 1069 3174 96 349
flourene 1 1004 8 27 148 23
Phenanthrene 7 1364-30000%* 3338 8029 1660 1091
Anthracene 2 25004,*%-55004,** 615 1559 659 69
Di-N-Butylphthalate 10 82J-16778 425 469 2324 86
Fluoranthene 5 130J-20000** 2689 6217 300 594
Pyrene 5 1304-20000** 2455 5837 280 $12
Benzo(a)Anthracene 4 190J-16000** 1787 4468 187 346
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 2 3304-4694 61 147 218378 52
Chrysene b 724- 160008 1999 4715 227 423
Benzo(b) fluoranthene 4 250J-21000** 251 6078 160 598
Benzo(k)fluworanthene 4 2504-21000°* 251 46078 82 598
Benzo(a)pyrene 4 1504- 10000** 1258 29681 116 301
Indeno (1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 1 52004 ,%* ) 400 1386 32 150
Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 1 39004, 300 1039 175 135
pca's 6 398-3100 887 1234 38305 ND

(1) Out of a total of 13 samples

(2) ug/kg dry weight

(3) Hean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J  Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank

** Analyzed at medium concentration




TABLE 3-8
(con't)
SUMMARY OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN
CEMENT PLANT SURFACE SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nunber of Range of Detected Mean Standard
Parameters 1imeg petected (1) Concentrat { Concentrati 3 Deviation (2
Arsenic 172 8.7-78 1 19
Barium 13 (51}-578 166 154
Calcium 13 (982} -11400 19867 29892
Copper 13 nn-1e 36 25
Iron 13 6620-51700 32185 12702
Mercury 6 0.1-0.52 0.13 . 0.16
Nickel 12 141-36 25 10
Sodiun S (7661 - (5090} 676 1343

(1) Out of a total of 13 samples
(2) mg/kg dry weight
(3) Mean calculated using zero for semples where parameters not detected

f] Positive values less than the contract required detection Limit
J Estimated value

Estimated due to interference
Spike recovery not within control limits

Upper %X
Confidence Limit
n_Ons

19
118
135
&4
46152
0.217
29
222

Upper 95X
Confidence Limit
Background So

19
100
7316
29
29572
0.098
19
143




TABLE ' 3-9-°
SUMMARY OF ORGANIC PAKAMEYERNS. IDENTIFIED IN

CEMENT PLANT SUBSURFACE SOILS (2 - 6 FEET) THAT EXCEED BACKGRUJND
SUMHIT NATIONAL:SITE wrodby

Upper 95% Upper 95%
Nurber of Range of Detected Mean Standard Confidence Limit Confidence Limit

Parameters Timeg Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentration (2)(3) Deviation (2) {n Onsite Soil (2) in Background So{{(2)
Volatiles

Methylene Chloride 3 21-97 20 38 907 ND

BNA L PCB

1sophorone 1 448 90 79 246 ND
Di-N-Butylphthalate H 3034,8-13138 743 349 2324 8s
Butylbenzylphthalate 1 68J) 14 27 " NO
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 1 9 12 24 218378 52

pcs 5 170- 1240 428 483 38305 ND

(1) Out of a total of 5 samples
(2) ug/kg dry weight

.-

(R

PN

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected

J Estimated value
8 Found in laboratory blank




TABLE 3-9
(con't)

SUMMARY OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED I Vi
CEMENY PLANT SUBSURFACE SOILS (2 - & FEET) THAT EXCEED DACKGRG.ND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Upper 95%
Nunber of Range of Detected Standard Confidence Limit Confidence Limit
Parameters Times Detected (1) Concentrations (2) ggﬂtmtlm {2)(3) Deviation (2) in Onsite Sojl (2) in Beckground Soil(2)
Cobalt b [14)- (23] 17 3 13 13
Copper 5 26-30 28 1 & 29
Magnes fum 5 125201 -4890 3508 852 3168 2782
Nickel H (22)-40 32 é 29 19

(1) Out of » total of 5 sanples

(2) mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean cslculated using zero for sample where psrameters not detected
[ 1 Positive values less than the contract required detection limit

£ Estimated due to interference




SUMMARY LIST OF ORGANIC PARAMEYERS IDENTIFIED IN
EASTERN PERIMETER SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (2)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE ° '

TABLE 3-10

'

Upper 95X Upper 95%
Esstern Perimeter Soils Confidence Limit Confidence
No. of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard in Onsite Limit in
Parameters Detected (1) __ Concentration Concentration(3) Deviation Surface Soils Background Soils
Volatites
Toluene 7 44-28 11 9 15658 13
BNA Parameters
Benzoic Acid 1 5004 56 157 699 297
Naphthalene 7 1254-2000 ar2 766 3453 1438
2-Methyl naphthal ene 7 1254-3200 1329 187 2Nn9 1587
Acenapthene 1 2404 27 s 133 3s
Dibenzofuran 5 1204-870 260 310 96 349
Fluorene 1 480 53 151 146 23
Phenanthene 7 204 4-6500 1334 1924 1660 1091
Anthracene 1 910 101 286 659 69
Di-n-butylphthalate 7 60J-10868 279 364 2324 86
Fluoranthene H 86J4-7100 w7 2192 300 594
Pyrene 6 130J-4700 685 1434 260 512
Butylbenzylphthalate 1 o 7 21 m ND
Benzo{e)Anthracene 4 88.-3000 429 931 187 346
Bis(2-ethylhexyl )Phthalate 4 454-206J 54 n 218378 52
Chrysene 4 83J4-2400 315 741 227 423
8enzo(b)Fluoranthene 4 1204-3200 462 92 160 598
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 4 1204-3200 462 92 82 598
Benzo(e)Pyrene 3 414-1700 238 +33 ] 116 301
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 3 41J-1700 238 531 32 150
Dibenz(a,h)Anthracene 2 89J-410 55 128 ND 31
Benzo(g,h, i )Perylene 4 1204-1200 194 348 175 135
PCB's 2 450-540 110 207 38305 ND
Notes:

(1) Out of a total of 9 sanples

(2) ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using tero for those samples where parameters were not detected

4 Estimated value

8 Ffound in laboratory blank




TABLE 3-10
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMEVERS IDENTIFIED IN
EASTERN PERIMETER SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (2)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95% Upper 95%
Eastern Perimeter Soils Confidence Limit Confidence
No. of Times Range of Detected Mesn Standard in Onsite Limit in

Parameters Petected (1) Concentration __ Concentratfon(3) Deviation Surface Soils Background Soils
Aluminum 9 2300-12700 8149 2827 9640 118699
Arsenic 9 9.9-20 13 3 19 19
Barium 9 (53)-295 134 3 118 100
Beryllium 7 1.52)-1.3 .529 368 0.729 0.726
Cadmium 4 12.8)-4.2 2 2 6 3
Calcium 9 1402) - 19700 4706 5883 11331 316
Chromium 9 15-22 18 3 32 18
Cobalt 9 151- (151 11 3 13 13
Copper 9 29-56 36 7 &4 29
tron 9 26100-40500 30211 4452 44152 29572
Lead 9 17-241 99 85 49 17
Magnesium 9 [5151-4700 2742 1126 3148 2782
Manganese 9 54J-1350J 512 394 452 1003
Mercury S 2-1.1 212 347 0.217 0.098
Nickel 9 1181-30 24 S 29 19
Potassium 9 (1190] - (2230) 1826 323 1923 2161
Selenium 1 13 0 1 0 ND
Silver 4 [2.74,R-[4.51J,R 2 2 1 5
Sodium 6 [6741 - (1150} 581 4318 222 143
Tin 2 [161-[22) 4 8 7 ND
vanadium 9 (181 - {251 20 3 31 26
linc 9 36-380 155 114 205 13
Notes:

(1) Out of a total of 9 sanples

(2) mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
{ } Positive values less than the contract required detection Limit
R Spike recovery not within control limits

S Value determined by standard addition
J Estimated value




TABLE 3-11

SUMMARY LIST OF ORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENllfltg IN ONSITE SURFACE WATER
SUMNIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95%

No. of Tipes Range of Detected Nean Standard
Parameters Detect Concentrations Concentration Deviation Confidence Limit
Valatiles
Methylene Chloride 4 28,4-51 9 19 28
Acetone 6 308,4-4000 1324 1857 32n
1,1-Dichloroethane 2 3 1 1 2
1,2-Dichloroethane 4 38-850 295 389 704
2-Butanane 3 118-148 . .. .-
1,4, U-Trichlorosthane 3 $-66 13 2 38
4-Methyl - 2-pentanane 1 78 NA HA NA
Tetrachloroethene 1 24 NA NA NA
Toluene 3 14-120 21 45 67
Chlorobenzene ] 59 NA NA NA
Total Xylenes 3 14-100 \ 4 37 56
BuAs
Phenol 2 84-12 3 5 8
Aniline 2 227-231 76 108 190
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 1 49 NA NA NA
1,2-Dichiorobenzene 1 244 LNA NA NA
Hexachloroethane 1 144 " NA NA NA
Isophorone 2 12-13 4 [ 1Q
Benzoic Acid 1 473 NA NA NA
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 6 78,1-258 .. .. ..
Benio(b)Fluoranthene 1 LY NA 1 NA
Benzo(k)F tuoranthene 1 33 NA 1 NA
8enzo(a)Pyrene 1 4J NA 1 NA
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 1 3 NA 1 NA
Dibenz(a h)Anthracene 1 3 NA 1 NA
8enz0(g,h, i )Perylene 1 3 NA 1 NA

Pesticides/PCB's

None Detected

Estimated value

NA  Not applicable; only one value

ALl values expressed in parts per billion (ppb) unless otherwise noted
Based on total of six samples

Hesn is calculsted using rero for samples where parameters not detected
Analyte found in laboratory blank as well; indicates possible/probable laboratory contamination

All values show laboratory contamination and statistically treated as zero




TABLE 3-11
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC AND SAS PARAMETERS IDENIIHED IN ONSITE SURFACE WATER

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Notes:

; All values expressed in parts per billion (ppb) unless otherwise noted

8ased on totsl of six samples except for SAS parameters which were analyzed in three sanples

Mean s calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected

E Value is estimated due to interference

NA Not available
Not applicable

No. of Tigpes Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Area &
Parameters Detect Concentrations Concentration Devistion Confidence Limit USGS (1981)
lnorganic_Paramegerg
Aluminum 5 200-39800 92932 14746 25409 NA
Ant imony 2 62-121 n 46 ™ NA
Arsenic 2 25-27 9 12 22 NA
Barium 3 9.9-25 10 11 21 NA
Beryllium 2 5-7.9 2 3 b NA
Cadmium 3 9-35 1} 13 25 NA
Calcium é 139000- 297000€ 216283 63373 282800 NA
Chromium 3 4.2-28 9 1" 21 NA
Cobalt 4 13-123 37 45 84 NA
Copper 4 11-122 41 51 9% HA
fron 6 3030- 68500 23332 24386 51026 0-27000
Magnesium 6 32500- 120000 T1647 34140 113480 NA
‘Manganese 6 3740-8100 6380 1681 8145 0-4%900
Nicket 6 20-322 12 14 232 NA
Potassium [ 3670- 12400 8155 3308 11627 NA
Selenium 1 16 .- .- .. NA
Sodium é 14700-72100 44833 23674 69482 NA
linc [ 202-1640 749 430 13} NA
SAS Parameters
Ammonta as N (mg/l) 2 4.5-4.6 3 2 8 NA
Chioride (mg/l) 3 47-123 as 3 162 NA
Suspended Solids (mg/l) 3 7-41 18 16 58 NA
Dissotved Solids (mg/l) 3 1320-2210 1873 394 2853 NA
Sulfate (my/l) 3 850-1330 1160 220 1705 1.0-2500
Acidity (mg/l) 3 43-320 137 130 459 NA
fleld Parameters
pH (standard units) é 3.4-6.5 .- .. .- 3.3-9.2
Specific Conductance (umhos/cm) [ 1050-2000 1463 398 2163 30-14500




TABLE 3-12

SUMMARY LIST OF ORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN OFFSIVE SURFACE WATER THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMHIT NATIONAL SITE

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Range of Concentration
in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second Detected in

Parameters Ditch-Upstream Ditch-Downstream® Drainage Ditch Drainage Ditch(3) Impoundmwent(3)  Impoundment Onsite Surface Water
Volatiles
Vinyl Chloride ND 1£] NO ND ND ND ND
Methylene Chioride 14,8 258 NO 15 ND 2).8 28,4-51 -
Acetone 17 158, 4 3100 13 NO 188 308,4-4000 -
1,1-Dichloroethane ND % ND N ND ND kK F I
Trans-1,2-dichloroethene ND n S ND N N ND -
1,2-Dichloroethane ND i 500 N 16 1 18- 840-
2-Butanone 198 138 158 ) L) 188
1,1,1-Trichloroethane ND vl NO ND ND ND 5166
Trichtoroethene ND 4 L ) ND ) nni
4-Methyl -2-pentanone ND N 58 ND ND NO 78.-
Toluene ND ND NO ND ND 13 uilzo
Chiorobentene ND 2 () NO NO ND 50
:LLY S
Phenot ND 107 I ND NO NO 84-12
Anitine ND N 283 ND ND NO 227-251
1sopharone ND ND 14 ND N 1] 1z-p
Benzoic Acld ND ] 3 ND ] N 47)
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

Phthalate 64,8 128,4 148, 4 258 138 108 .
Notes:

(1) Maximm concentration in particular area

(2) Units in ppb
(n

19684 sample only - dry in 1986

8 Analyte found in laboratory blank as well; indicates possible/probable (aboratory contamination

J Estimated value
* 1984 swrple -
NO Not detected

represents low flow or worst case

> ALl values show laboratory contamination and statistically treated as zero

8 Only one sampte




(

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC AND SAS PARAMETERS [DENT!IFIED
IN OFFSITE SURFACE WATER THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

TABLE 3-12
(con't)

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Range of Concentra-
Inorganic in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second tion Detected in Area &
Parameters Ditch-Upstream Ditch-Dosnstreaw® Drainage Ditch Drainage Ditch(3) Impoundwment(3) Impoundment Onsite Surface Water UsSGS (1981)
Alumimm 343N 570 10400 201580 (] 243 200- 39800 HA
Ant i mony NO (1] ™% 178 ND ND 62-121 HA
Arsenic NO N 38+,5 N ND ND 25-27 NA
Barium {76) I¥) 220 ND ND (12) 9.9-25 NA
Cadmium ND ND 9 6 ND 5 9-35 NA
Calcium 386000€ 383000 364000E 206600 105700 2317300 139000-297000€  NA
Chromium 1 ND 22 ND NO ND 4.2-28 NA
Cobalt 8. 23 115) 173 (1] ND 13-123 NA
Copper [18) 110) 28 10 100 19.4) 11-122 NA
Iron 17200 8520 131000 17560 1500 21100 3030-68500 27000
Magnesium 112000 92900 130000 67700 32510 48810 32500- 120000 NA
Manganese 5170 ¥ 8000 19000 900 4700 3740-8100 4900
Nickel 9.9) %4 46 172 N NO 20-322 NA
Potassium 20400 9700 11700 4510 4040 18900 3470-12400 NA
Sodium 130000 142000 312000 37300 34400 64200 14700- 72100 NA
vanadium (5.6) (] 8.3} N NO ND N NA
linc 155 40 320 930 104 3 202- 1660 NA
SAS Parameters
Total Alkalinity (CnCOl) 287 195 33 . .- 48 [ ] NA
Ammonia as N (mg/l) 2.3 2.6 13 .- . 0.9 4.5-4.6 NA
Chiloride (mg/l) 293 144 242 .- .. »n 47123 NA
Suspended Solids (mg/l) 485 33 456 .- .- 21 7-41 NA
Dissolved Solids (mg/l) 2410 2320 2900 .- .- 1040 1320-2210 NA
Sulfate (mg/l) 1270 1200 1490 .- .- 536 850- 1330 2500
Field Parameters
pH (standard units) 6.0 8.5 4.0 3.0 5.6 5.5 NA 3.3-9.2
Sp. Cond. (umhos/cm) 2400 1335 3000 1640 %0 1210 1050-2000 14500

Notes:

(1) Maximm concentration in particular ares
(2) Units in ppb unless otherwise noted

(3) 1984 sample only - dry in 1984
[ ) Positive values tess than the contract required detection limit
E Value is estimated due to interference

NA Not availsble

+ Correlation coefficient for method of standard addition is less than 0.995
S Vvalue is determined by standard addition

. 1986 sample -
KD  Not detected
-+ Nut anaetyred

represents low flow or worst case




TABLE 3-13
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN VEST POND SEDIMENT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Upper 95%
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Maximm

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standacd in Onsite in Background Concentration in
BNA and PCB Parameters Petected(y) Concentrations(2) Concentrations(2)(3) peviation Surface Sojls(2) Soil Samples(?) Upstream Sediment(2)
N-Nitrosodiphenylemine 2 82624- 115464 2201 4190 149 ND 4094
Hexachlarobenzene 2 2400-2700A 567 1062 18438 61 5184
Bis(2-ethytheayl )Phthalate 9 51284-87000 36707 26376 218378 52 1973
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 3 2300-9400 1933 3206 15056 N ND
PCBs (&) ‘ 5 1100A- 35000C 6022 10597 38305 ND ND

(1) Out of total 9 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated wing zero for samples where parameters not detected
(4) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

Estimated value

Detected below quantitation limit

Not detected

Pesticide paremeter confirmed by GC/MS

n5>:.




TABLE 3-13
(con't)
SUMMARY LIST OF JNORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED

IN WEST POND SEDIMENTS THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95% Upper 95%
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Max i mum

Nuwber of Times Range of Detected Hean Standard in Onsite in Background Concentration in
|nacqanic Parameters t Concentratjons Deviation Surface Soils(2) Soil Samples(? tream Sediment(2
Ant jmony 1 14 16 47 35 4 ND
Chromium 9 15R-55R 32 14 32 18 16
Copper 9 18R-57 37 13 & 29 nn
Iron 9 34354- 72667 47789 11250 44152 29572 25682
Cyanide [ 2.1R-25R 4 8 7 1.186 ND
Mercury 4 .16-.3 094 1M 0.217 0.098 ND
Nickel 9 [15)-37A 23 [ 29 19 308
Sodium - 4 [793)- (1310} 482 556 222 143 ND
Vanadium 9 114) - [35)R 24 7 3 26 [24)R
linc 9 TIR,E-915R E 263 259 205 13 85R,E

(1) out of total 9 sanples

(2) units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated wming zero for samples where parameters not detected
( ) Positive values less than the contract required detection Limit

R Spike sample recovery is not within controt {imits

E Estimated due to presence of interference




TABLE 3-14

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN EASY POND SEDIMENT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUKD SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Upper 95%
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Max imum

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Hean Standard in Ongite in Background Concentration in
Yolatile Parameters Petected oncentrations Concentrations viat Surface Soils(2) Soil Samples(2 tream Sediment(2
Methylene Chioride é 84,8-8708 34 310 1007 ] 230
Acetone 5 468-510A 180 199 26222 ND ND
1,1-Dichloroethane 3 69-2261 534 854 2 NO ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 2 13115- 16608 4246 e778 6750 ND ND
1,1,1-Trichloroethane & 30.3A-787 243 343 499 1) 5084
Trichloroethene 2 10-20 4 7 15782 ND ND
Benzene 2 104-25 5 9 4 (1] ND
Chlorcbenzene 4 20A-329 95 17 7 ND ND
Ethylbenzene 3 26A- 146 35 32 11189 ND ND
Total Xylenes 2 43-67 16 26 46161 2 NO

(1) out of totsl 7 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean celculated wing zero for sample where parameters not identified
J Estimated value

B Found in lsboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
ND Not detected

A Detected below quantitation timit




TABLE 3-14
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN EAST POND SEDIMENT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95% Upper 95X
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Maximm

Number of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard in Onsite in Background Concentration in
Semi-Volatile Paramotery c tratfons(2) Concentrations(? eviation Surface Soils(2 ofl Samples Upstream Sediment(2
and PCBs
N-Nitrosodiphenyiamine 3 490J-22951) 3505 7948 149 ND 409)
Hexachl|orobenzene 2 5184-1080A 228 n 18438 61 S184
Di-n-butylphthalate 2 25218-67148 1319 2348 2324 86 23488
8is(2-ethythexyl )Phthalate 7 9244-291808 70076 95172 218378 52 1974
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate S 3394-553784 1mm 18792 15056 ND NO
PCBs (&) 3 8171-21000 4748 7236 38305 ND ND

(1) out of total 7 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
(4) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

J Estimated value

8 found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
ND Not detected

A Detected below quantitation limit

B Found in laboratory blank, Indicates possible/probable contamination

-~




TABLE 3-14
{con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS [DENTIFIED

IN EAST POND SEDIMERT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

P Upper 95% Upper 95X

Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Maximm

Number of Times Range of Detected Mean Stendard in Onsite in Background Concentration in
[norganic Parameterg Detected(]) Concentrations(2) Concentrations(2)(3) Devistion Surface Soils(2) Soil Samples(2) Upstream Sediment(?2)
Antimony 2 68- (B5)R 22 35 35 4 ND
Barium 7 (82)R- (151) 106 5 118 100 [128)
Chromium 7 ix-3 44 18 32 18 10
lron 7 30728-118000 57806 38168 44152 29T 25682
Cyenide 2 3R-74R 1" 26 7 1.188 ND
Mercury 4 A7-.29 0.13 119 0.217 0.098 ND
Nickel é {211R-[38) 24 n 29 19 30R
Sodium 2 [1870) - {1960) 547 865 222 143 N
linc 7 100R, E- 1570 n 470 205 113 O5R,E

(1) Out of total 7 sanples

(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
g Spike recovery not within control (imits

{ ) Positive values less then the contract required detection limit

E Value is estimated due to the presence of interference




TABLE 3-15

SUMMARY L1ST OF VOLATILE PARANETERS IDENTIFIED
IN OFFSITE SEDIMENTS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMNIT NATIONAL SITE

Maximm Upper 95X
Concentration Concentration  Concentration Concentrat fon Concentration Concentration Concentration Confidence Limit

volatile in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second in Upstream in Background
Parameters pitch-Upstream Ditch-Posmetresm Drajnage Pitch _Praipage Ditch {mpoundment i mpoundiment Sediment (2) Soil Samples (2)
Hethylene Chloride 340 400 2708 670 .- .- 230 ND
Acetone 229 NO ND 648 1400 153 D N
Trans-1,2-Dichloro-

ethene ND 290 ND ND ND NO ND NO
1,2-Dichloroethane WD ND 240 ND ND %0 ND N
1,1, V-Trichlora:

ethane 8634 D ND ND 27 423 5084 ND
Irichloroethene ND 110A ND ND ND ND ND ND
Benzene ND 35 ND ND ND ND ND NO
Yoluene 97 ND ND ND ND ND ND 13
Total Volatiles(3) 1229 780 375 670 1600 160 514 NA

(1) Maximm concentrations in particular ares
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight
(3) 8ased on highest single satple in particular area
J Estimated value
A Detected below quantitation limit
B found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
ND Not detected
NA NHot applicabte
Detected below background




TABLE 3-15
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN OFFSITE SEDIMENTS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMHIT NATIONAL SITE

Maximum Upper 95X

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Confidence Limit
Semi-Volatile in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second in Upstream in Background
Parsmeters Ditch-Upstream Ditch-Downstream ODrainage Ditch Drainage Ditch 1 nt | nt Sediment Soil Samples (2
Phenot 5584 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
1,2-Dichlorobenzene NO 680A ND NO ND ND NO ND
4 -Methytphenol w7 KD ND ND ND ND ND ND
Naphthalene 1400 800A ND NO 2100 4T0A ND 1438
2-Hethylnapthalene 630A 1200A ND 430A 2400A 580A ND 1587
Acenapthylene 1100A ND ND ND ND ND [ 1] NO
Acenapthene 1300A ND ND ND ND ND ND 35
Dibenzofuran 2100A 1834 ND ND 370A ND NO 349
fluorene 3100 ND No ND ND ND N 23
N-Nitrosodiphenyla- .

mine 8094 ND ND ND 1274 8094 409 ND
Hexachliorobenzene ND NO ND ND ND 2800 5184 61
Phenanthene 6400 710A ND ND 1700A 470A ND 1091
Di-N-Butylphthalate 51210 ND 73348 .. YA TS 43138 23488 88
Fluoranthene 24000 ND ND 670 3094 NO ND 594
Pyrene : 16000 NO ND 640A 3594 ND ND 512
Benzo(a)Anthracene 9000 ND ND ND ND ND ND B 773
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

Phthalate 7044 15000 26000 ND 59094 9978,4 1974 52
Chrysene 16000 SO0A ND ND ND NO N0 423
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 13000 ND NO 640A ND ND ND 598
Benzo(k)Fluoranthena 4134 ND ND ND ND ND ND 598
8entol(a)Pyrene 7300 ND NO NO ND NO ND 301
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)

Pyrene 5200 ND ND ND ND ND NO 150
Dibenz(a, h)Anthracene 5400 ND ND ND ND ND ND 1
Benzo(g,h, i )Perylene 6900 ND ND NO ND ND ND 135
Pesticides
Heptachlor Epoxide ND ND ND ND 8.1 ND NO ND
PCBs (&) ND 4200A ND ND ND ND ND ND
Totsl BNAs (3): 124530 15480 26000 2340 20517 26800 3128 NA

(1) Maximum concentrations in particular area
(2) Units wg/kg dry weight
(1) Based on highest single sample in particular area
(&) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254
J  Estimated value
B tound in laboratory blank, possibte/probable contamination
ND  Not detected
A Detected below quantitation Limit
Boetectod below backgrowumd




TABLE 3-15
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN OFFSITE SEDIMENTS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Maximum Upper 95%

Concentration  Concentrstion  Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Confidence Limit
Inorganic in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second in Upstream in Background
Parameters Ditch-Upstream Ditch-Dowstream Drainage Ditch Drainage Ditch Jepoundment { mpoundment Sediment Soil Sanples (2)
Aluninum 13800 17600 16700 10556 15431 22,300 9560 11699
ANt i morvy ND ND 143 52 NO ND NO 4
Arsenic 19 43 38 28 319 54 N 19
Barium 145 165 .. -- 170 - [128) 100
Cadmium 4.6 14 19 ‘ 18 . - 8. \7 ND 3
Calcium 11800 17236 £10500) .t .- 84400 5,420 . (2855) 7316
Chromium 24 41 55 26 v 20 35 10 18
Cobalt 2n 132) (201 - 14 , (25) neR 13
Copper 48 89 7% 6 . 42 , 35 nne 29
Iron 49000 112000 92589 166000 41600 o - 113877 25682 29572
Lead 13 n 35 134 ' 42 49 20 nrz
Cyanide NO 2.4 ND ND ’ .lND ) ND ‘ ND 1.186
Magnes ium 13980} 150001 .- .. ©T 18897 (8,240} - 3247 2782
Manganese 855 2810 1500 248 2014 . 542 ALTR 1003
Mercury NO 0.15 ND ND L] ' 0.24 W 0.098
Nickel 138) 51 149) . (40} 139) 30R 19
Potassium [1950) [2450) 12090) 11574} [6410) (3,180) 1843) 2161
Sodium ND (1780) 16720) (1520} 13240) {1,830) NO 143
Vanadium [24) {38)R {26} [341R 1371 {41) [241R 26
2inc 238 355 1254 134 29 200 85R,E 13

(1) Maximm concentration in particular area
(2) Units mg/kg dry weight
R Spike recovery not within control limits
[ } Positive values less than the contract required detection limit
E  Estimated due to presence of interference

pDetected below background

KD Not detected




TABLE 3-16

SUMMARY LIST OF PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN BURIED DRUMS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

No. of
Druns

Parameter ange Detected In
Volatiles
Chloromethane 20,000 1
Methylene Chloride 5,700B,**-1,800,000B,J 8
Acetone 1,600B,**-4,800,000B 7
Trans-1,2-Dichloro-

ethene 370J,**-72,000 2
Chloroform 620B,J-770B, ** 3
1,2-Dichloroethane 3,100%%* 1
2-Butanone 5,400B,**-84,000B,J 6
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1,5003-19,000J 4
Trichloroethene 1,400J3-140,000 4
Benzene 1,2000 1
Toluene 2,0003-340,000 8
Chlorobenzene 15,000J-110,000 2
Ethylbenzene 570J-190,000 5
Styrene 370,000 1
Total Xylenes 650J,**-840,000 6
Base/Neutrals and Acids
Phenocl 8,200J,** 1
Naphthalene 85,000J 1
Di-n-Butylphthalate 5,700J,%%*-28,000J7 2
Pyrene 2,900J,** i
Bis (2-ethylhexyl)

Phthalate 21,000*%* 1
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 43,000%*-100,000%* 1
Pesticides/PCB’s
None Detected
Inorganics
Aluminum 2,790-16,500 3
Cadmium 88R-139R 2
Calcium 2,700-6,240 6
Chromium 68 1
Copper 69.7-527 2



Parameter

Iron
Cyanide
Magnesium
Manganese
Nickel
Silicon
Titanium
Zinc

Notes:

TABLE 3-16
(con't)

ange

226-25,700F
768-1,330F
809-2,340
60.6-982
55-241
897-49,700E
602-979
111-198,000

No. of
Drums

Detected In

NN WERE N

Organic results expressed in ug/kg:; inorganic results
expressed in mg/kg dry weight

B Analyte found in laboratory blank; indicates
possible/probable laboratory contamination

E Value is estimated due to the presence of interference
F Sample concentration is greater than four times the

spike value

** Sample analyzed at medium concentration



TABLE - 3-17

SUMMARY LIST OF PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN TANK A

Parameter
Volatiles

Methylene Chloride
Acetone

2-Butanone
Benzene

Toluene
Ethylbenzene

Total Xylenes

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

ange

6,300B-1,200,000B,J
36,000B-9,500,000B
72,0008
43,000-13,000,000
64,000~54,000,000
6,000-10,000,000
32,000-55,000,000

Base/Neutrals and Acids

Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Acenaphthene
Fluorene

© Pentachlorophenol
Phenanthrene
Anthracene
Di-n-butylphthalate
Pyrene
Benzo(a)Anthracene
Chrysene
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene

Pesticides/PCB’s
None Detected

Inorganics

Aluminum
Calcium
Copper
Ircon

Lead
Magnesium
Manganese
Silicon

12,0007, **-360,0004*
11,0007, **=470,000+%
28,0007, **

4,200F,%*

34,0007, **

34,000%%*

4,000J, **

28,0007, **

4,700J, %+

2,000, **

2,800J, **

2,300F,**

1,6003, %+

6,210
1,680-2,680
120

162,000F

460

871

331
2,160-21,900E

Phases
Detected

=

A3l Aa4

x



TABLE 3-18

SUMMARY OF PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN TANK BY INCINERATOR
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

No. of
Samples

Parameter Range Detected
Volatiles
Methylene Chloride 110,000B 2
1,1-Dichloroethene 50,000J 1
2-Butanone 250,000-270,000 2
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 3,120,000-3,550,000 2
Toluene 240,000-260,0Q000 2
Ethylbenzene 140,000-160,000 2
Total Xylenes 250,000 1
Base/Neutrals and Acids
Phenol 67,0000 1
4-Methylphenol 525,000~-664,000 2
2,4-Dimethylphenol 101,000-109,000 2
Naphthalene 23,0000-24,000J0 2
Phenanthrene 25,0003 1
Anthracene 25,0003-28,000J 2
Di-n-butylphthalate 16,000J-112,000 2
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

Phthalate 281,000-298,000 2
Pesticides/PCB’s
Delta-BHC 6,250%% 1
Aldrin 4,750%* 1
Endosulfan I 1,700%>* 1
4,4’~DDE 1,800%** 1
Inorganics
Aluminum 699-803 2
Barium 88-89 2
Cadmium 2.4-7.9 2
Chromium 189R-202R 2
Copper 28 2
Iron 2050 2
Lead 168-185 2



TABLE 3-18

(con't)

No. of

Samples
Parameter Range Detected
Manganese 14-17 2
Sodium 4,760-4,800 2
Thallium (2.3] 1
Tin 18R 1
Zinc 67-71 2

Notes:

Based on duplicate samples TK001001 and TK001002 from
11/14/84

Organic results expressed in ug/kg; inorganic results
expressed in mg/kg dry weight.

B Analyte found in laboratory blank; indicates
possible/probable laboratory contamination

J An estimated value

R Spike sample recovery is not within control limits

** Sample analyzed at medium concentration

[] Positive values less than the contract required
detection limit



TABLE 3-19

ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN AIR SAMPLES

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Sample No. S0l S02 So03 S04 So05 S06

Location Downwind Midrange Upwind Downwind Midrange Upwind

Date Sampled 9/12/84 9/12/84 9/12/84 9/13/84 9/13/84 9/13/84
Front Back Front Back Front Back Front Back Front Back Front  Back

Tetrachloroethene

Toluene

Notes:

.- .- <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -- -- --
-- -~ <0.001 --  <0.001 -- -- -

All concentrations reported in parts per million (ppm)

-- Not detected

Front - Front section of charcoal tube
Back - Back section of charcoal tube

S
g’
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TABLE 4-1

Cost Estisate Susmary
flternative 2

Resident Relocation with Monitoring

Item Capital fnnual | Present Worth 30 Years
Cost on H OtM/Replacesesent
: k3 o 4 10%
WATSON RELOCATION :
Move Hatson Residence $21, 000 H
Extend Site Boundary $20, 000 :
Extend Site Fence $20, 000 $1,000 .: $20, 000 $15,000 49,000
NONITORING :
Runoff Monitori . 416,000 ! $310, 000 4230, 000 $150, 000
Grouncduater Monitoring $32,000 $54,000 } 41,100,000 $830, 000 510,000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL 493,000 41,400,000  $1,100,000 $670, 000
Health and Safety (10%) $9, 000
Bid Cont:gemy (15%) $14, 000
Scope Contingency (20%)
CONSTRUCTIDN TOTAL $120, 000
Perwitting § Legal (5X) $6, 000
Services During Construction (8%) $10, 000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST 4140, 000
Engineering & Design (10%) $14, 000
JOTAL CRPITAL COSTS $150, 000
PRESENT WORTH 41,500,000  $1,300,000 $820, 000



I.

I

Il

Iv.

v.

TABLE 4-2

Cost Estimate Summary

Alternative 3. i .
Capping with Drus and Tank Incineration

It Capital fonual | Present Horth 30 Years
= Eost gen 0tM/Repl acenenent
! 3% b7 ] 10%
GENERAL SITE PREPARATION !
Decontamination Facility $10, 000 !
Move Hatson Residence $21, 000 !
Extend Site Boundary $290, 000 H
Extend Site Fence $20, 000 $1,000 | $20, 000 $15, 000 9, 000
Reroute S. Drainage Ditch $75, 000 H
Diversion Bers t30,000 H
Demolition of Site Structures $54, 000 H
Removal ¢ Incineration of Drums & Tanks 4t 300, )
Regrading 32 f
MALTIHAYER CAP !
Clay Layer $670, 000 !
HDPE Liner 4310, 000 $5,000 | $98, 000 $77,000 $47,000
Drainage Layer $220,000 H '
Vegetative Soil Layer $580, 000 ' 4250, 000 4180, 000 $86,000 #
Revegetation $20, 000 41,000 E $35, 000 $40, 000 $21,000 +
GROUMDATER :
Slurry Wall 3690,000 )
Wells in Water Table Aquifer $1,200,000  $180,000 . 43,500,000 42,800,000 st,700,000
0il Skimsers $90, 000 '
Wells in Upoer Intersediate Unit $82, 000 $15,000 1 $2%,000 $230, 000 $140, 000
5 Year Pump Replacesent E $810, 000 $610,000 $340, 000
WATER TREATMENT {
Total System 50 6P 4250, 000 487,000 3 41,700,000 41,300,000 $820, 000
MONITORING !
Mobile Laboratory $97, 000 :
Runoff Monitori $16,000 |  $310,000 $250, 000 $150, 000
Groundwater Monitoring 432,000 $54,000 | $1,100,000 $830, 000 $510, 000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL 46, 000, 000 48,100,000  $6,300,000  $3,800,000
Health and Safety (10!) $600, 000
Bid Contigency ( $900, 000
Scope xngency (201) " $1,200,000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL 48, 700, 000
Penittingut Legal (3%) $440, 000
Services luring Construction (8X) $700, 000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST $10, 000, 000
Engineering § Design (10%) $1, 000, 000
TOTAL CRPITAL COSTS $11, 000, 000
PRESENT WORTH $19,000,000 $17,000,000 $15,000,000

t Present worth calculated assusing replacesent of 30% topsoil, regrading, and revegetating every 10 yrs.
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Alternative 5

Incineration of Hotspot Soil

Engineering & Design {10Y)

$1,100,000 §33

TABLE 4-4
Iten Capital Annual | Present Worth 30 Years
8 ot ; 04M/Replacenenent
H 31 2 101
BENERAL SITE PREPARATION H
Decontamination Facility $14,000 $4,500 | $24,000 $23,000 $20,000 3
Move Matson Residence $21,000 H
Extend Site Boundary $20,000 :
Extend Site Fence $20,000 $1,000 | $20,000 $15, 000 $9,400
Reroute 5. Drainage Ditch 675 000 :
Diversion Bera 530 000 $5,000 | $27,000 $25,000 $22,000 8
Demolition of Site Structures 654 000 :
Buildings for Incinerator $120, 1000 :
Scil Storage Building 544 000 5
INCINERATION :
Capital $1,300,000 i
Maintenance $50,000 ¢+  $270,000 $250, 000 $220,000 3
fperation 4, 800 000 f $9,800,000 §9, 100 000 47,800,000
EXCAVATION & LOADING OF !
CONTAMINATED NATERIAL i
Drue Excavation/Classification $580, 000 :
Soil Excavation 3180 000 :
Soil Handling and Loading $200, 000 :
Back#ill Ash and Cospact 9170 000 ,;
DOUBLE LINER SVSTEM i
Clay Layer $170,000 1
Drainage Systes $67,000 :
HIPE Liner 51’0 000 $3,000 | $39,000 $46,000 $28,000
Sectextile $48, 000 E
. KULTI-LAYER CAP !
Ciay Layer $470,000 '
HDPE Liner 5310 000 $3,000 ! $98, 000 $77,000 $47,000
Draxna?a Layer 270 000 i
Vegetative Scil Layer 3580,000 : $250,000 $180, 000 $86,000 34
Revegetation $20,000 $1,000 | 455,000 $40, 000 $21,000 8¢
BROUNDWATER 3
Slurry #all $690,000 ;
Wells in Water Table Aguifer $1,200,000  $1B0,000 ! $3,500,000  $2,800,000  $1,700,000
0il Skimmers i?O 000 :
Wells in Upper Intersediate Unit 682 000 $13,000 $290,000 $230,000 $140,000
3 Year Pump Replacesent f $810,000 $610,000 $340,000
WATER TREATHENT : E
Total Systea 50 GPN $250,000  $87,000 ! 81,700,000 $1,300,000  $820,000
MONTTORING :
Onsite Laboratory $400,000 $110,000 | $600,000 $3560, 000 $480,000 ¢
Runoff Monitoring $16,000 | $310,000 $230,000 $150,000
Broundwater Nonitoring $32,000  $54,000 ! $1,100,000  $830,000  $5:0,000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $7,800, 000 $19,000,000 $15,000,000 12,000,000
Health ang Safety {10%) $780,000
Bid Cnntxgency {15%) $1, ‘00 000
Scope Con 1wgentf (201} $, 600 000
CONSTRUCTIGN TOTAL $11,000,000
Pereitting & Legal (51) $350,000
Services Bur'ng Construction (EZ) $900,000
TOTAL INPLENENTATION LOST " $12,000,000

TOTAL CAPITAL COETS
PRESENT WORTH

1 Presert worth ¢
§t Fre:e sorth <
131 Engineering and

altu
alcy
design costs

iated over 4 .r

$13,000,000

treatsent period.

$32,000,000  $29,000,000 $25,000,000

lated assuaing replacesent of 307 topsoii, regrading, and revegetating
d2 not include pre-engineered incineration unit.

every I yrs.



Cost Estipate Summary
Alternative 6

TABLE 4-5 . . Incineration of Vadose Soil
Ites Capital finnual Present Worth 30 Years
st -0t H

0tM/Replacemenent
3% S% 10%

1. GENERAL SITE PREPARATION

Decontamination Facility $14, 000 $4,500 $35, 000 $32, 000 $26,000 +
Move Watson Residence $21,000

Extend Site Boundary- $20, 000

Extend Site Fence $20, 000 $1,000 $20, 000 $13, 000 $9, 400
Reroute S. Drainage Ditch 475, 000

Diversion Bers $30, 000 5, 000 $39,000 $36, 000 $29,000 #
Demolition of Site Structures 454, 000

Buildings for Incinerator $120, 000

Soil Storage Building $44, 000

I1. INCINERATION

Caoital $2, 600, 000

Maintenance $100, 000 $600, 000 $700, 000 $580, 000 #
Dperation $3,500,000 | $27,000,000 $25,000,000 $20,000,000 #

I11. EXCAVATION & LOADING OF
CONTAMINATED MATERIAL

Drum Excavation/Classification $580, 000
Soil Excavation $580, 000
Soil Handling and Loading $920, 000
Backfill fAsh and Compact $760, 000
IV, DOUBLE LINER SYSTEM
Clay Layer $670, 000
Drainage Systes $260, 000
HOPE Liner $520, 000 $5, 000 $98, 000 $77,000 $47, 000
Beotextile $180, 000
V. MLTI-LAYER CAR
Clay Layer $670, 000
Liner $310, 000 43, 000 $98, 000 $77,000 $47,000
Drainage Layer $220, 000
Vegetative Soil Layer $580, 000 $250, 000 $180, 000 $85, 000 #
fevegetation $20, 000 $1,000 $55, 000 $40, 000 421,000 #
VI. GROUNDWATER
Slurry Wall $6390, 000
Wells in Water Table Aquifer $1,200,000  $180,000 : 43,500,000 $2,800,000 $1,700,000
0il Skimmers $90, 000
Wells in Upper Intersediate Unit $82, 000 $15, 000 $290, 000 $230, 000 $140, 000
5 Year Pump Replacesent $810, 000 $610, 000 $340, 000
VI1. WATER TREATMENT
Total Systes 50 GPM $250, 000 $87,000 } 41,700,000 $1,300,000 $820, 000
VII1. MONITORING
Onsite Laboratory $400,000  $110,000 $860, 000 $780, 000 $630,000 ¢
Runoff Momitori ) $16, 000 4310, 000 $250, 000 $150, 000
Sroundwater Monitoring $32, 000 $354,000 | 1,100,000 4830, 000 $510, 000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $12, 000, 000 $37,000,000 $33,000,000 25, 000, 000
Health and Safety (10%) $1,200, 000
Bid Contigency (152) $1,800, 000
Scope Contingency (20%) $2, 400, 000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $17, 000, 000
Perlittinaul Legal (52) 4850, 000
Services turing Construction (8%) $1, 400, 000
TOTAL IMPUEMENTATICN COST $19, 000, 000
Engineering & Design (10%) $1,500,000 #2+
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $21, 000, 000
PRESENT NORTH $58,000,000 $34,000,000 $46,000, 000

#  Present worth calculated over 9 yr, treatzent pericd.
+ Jrecent worth calculated assusing reslacesent of 0% topsoil, regrading, and revegetating avery !0 sre.
##4 ngireering and c2s1gn costs do not incluce pre-engineered ircineration umits.



CoszlEstil.:te S;nary
C- ternative
TABLE 4-6 Incireration of All Unconsolidated Material

Present Worth 20 Years
0iM/Replacenement
k3 54 10x

t Capital  fAnnual
tea Cost 0tN

. 1. GENERAL SITE PREPARATION

Decontasination Facility 414,000 $4, 500 $43, 000 $40, 000 431,000
Move Watson Residence $21, 000

Extend Site Boundary $20, 000

Extend Site Fence $20, 000 $1,000 $20, 000 $15,000 $9, 000
Reroute S. Drainage Ditch $75, 000

Diversion Berm $30, 000 $9, 000 $50, 000 $44, 000 $34,000 #
Desolition of Site Structures $54, 000

Soil Storage Building $44, 000

[1. EXCRVATION & BRCHFILLING
OF ALL UNCONSOLIDATED MATERIAL

Drum Excavation/Classification $580, 000
Soil Excavation $4, 200, 000
Dewatering Excavation $500  #1,000 $10, 000 $9, 000 $7,000
Soil Handling and Loading $3, 800, 000
Backfill Clean Material and Compact 42,600, 000
Backfill Treated Soil and Cowpact $3, 100, 000
I11. INCINERATION H
Capital $4,000, 000 !
Maintenance $200,000 1 $2,000,000  $1,800,000 81,400,000 #
Operation $11,680,000 $$120,000,000 $100,000,000 ~$80, 000,000 +
IV. DOUBLE LINER SYSTEM :
Clay Layer $670, 000 '
Drainage Systes $260, 000 )
HDPE Liner $520, 000 $5,000 } $98, 000 $77,000 $47, 000
Beotextile $180, 000 g
V. MLTIALAYER CAP :
Clay Layer $670, 000 :
HOPE Liner $310, 000 $5,000 } 498,000  $77,000 $47, 000
Drama?e Lazo!r $220, 000 !
Vegetative Soil Layer $580, 000 ! $230, 000 $180, 000 $86, 000
Revegetation $20, 000 $1,000 | 455,000 $40, 000 $21,000 #
V1. GROUNDWATER :
Slurry Wall $690, 000 !
Drains in Water Table Aquifer $240, 000 42,500 | $49, 000 $28, 000 $24, 000
Wells in Upper Intermediate Unit $82, 000 $15, 000 5 $294, 000 $231,000 $141,000
VIL. WATER TRERTMENT :
Total System 50 GPM $250,000 7,000 ! $1,700,000 $1,300,000  $820,000
VIII. MONITORING :
Mobile Laboratory $400,000  $110,000 | $1,100,000 41,000,000 $750,000 #
Ruroff Momitoring $16,000 !  $310,000  $250,000  $150,000
Monitoring Kells $32, 000 $54,000 ; $1,100,000 $830, 000 $3510, 000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $24, 000, 000 $127,000,000 $106, 000,000 $84, 000, 000
Health and Safety (10%) $2, 400, 000
Bid Contigency (150 $3, 600, 000
Scope Contingency (20%) $4, 800, 000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL 435, 000, 000
Permitting ¢ Legal (S1) 41,800, 000
Services During Construction (8%) $2, 800, 000
TOTAL IMPCEENTATION COST $40, 000, 000
Engineering & Design (10%) $3, 300,000 #+2
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $43, 000, 000
PRESENT WORTH e $170, 000,000 $149, 000,000 $127,000, 000

t  Present wor:h calculated over 12 yr. treatsent pericd.
¥+ Jresant aorih calculated assumipg reglacesenc of 302 tcpseil, regrading, and revegetating every 10 srs.
1+ ingireering and design costs €0 not ircivcz jre-engireerod incireration units.



fost Estimate Suasary
Alternative B

TABLE 4-7 In Situ Vitrification of Hoispot Soi!
{ten Capital fnnual Present Worth 30 Years
A gnst DL 6&M/Replacenenent
3t 3t 102
1. GENERAL SITE PREPARATION .

Decontamination Facility $14,000 $4,500 $9,000 $8, 000 $8,000 §
Move Natson Residence $21,000
Extend Site Boundary © $20,000
Extend Site Fence - $20,000 $1,000 $20,000 $15, 000 $9,000
Reroute S. Drainage Ditch ~ $75,000
Diversion Bera $30,000 $3,000 $10,000 $9,000 $9,000 §
Deaolition of Site Structures $54,000

Removal & Incineration of Drums & Tanks 51,300:000
I1. IN SITY VITRIFICATION
Capital $2,200,000
peration and Maintenance $5,300,000

IT1. BACKFILL AND CAP ENTIRE SITE

$10,500,000 $10,200,000  $9,500,000 3

Tl e e e e e e e A o e L e e m e - e R e A e S e o E Y . A = i b e e

Barkfili Subsided Areas with Clean Fill  $100,000

Clay Layer : $670,000

HOPE Liner $310,000 $5,000 $98,000 $77,000 $47,000

Drainage Layer $220,000

Vegetative Soil Layer $580, 000 $750,000  $180, 000 $86,000 $1

Revegetation $20,000 $1,000 $33, 000 $4¢, 000 $21,000 88
I¥. BROUNDWATER

Siurry Wail $590,000

Wells in Nater Table Aquifer . $1,200,000  $180,000 ! $3,500,000 $2,800,000  $1,700,000

01l Skimmers ' $90, 000

Wells in Upper Intersediate Unit $82,000 $15,000 $290, 000 $230, 000 $140,000

3 Year Pusp Repiacement $810,000 $610,000 $340,009
V1. WATER TREATMENT

Total Systes 50 GPM $250,000 487,000 ! $1,700,000 $1,300,000  $820,000
YI1. KONITORING

Mobile Laboratory $400,000 110,000 $210,000  $200,000  $190,000 §

Runot# Moritoring $16,000 $310,000 $259, 000 $150,000

Monitoring Wells $32,000  $54,000 | 1,100,000  $830,000  $510,000

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $8,000,000 T$19,000,000 $17,000,000 $14,000, 000

Health and Safety (101} $800,000

Bid Ccnti?enty {15%} $1,200,000

Scope Contingency (201} $1,600,000

CONSTRUCTION TOTAL T T 1,000,000

Peraitting & Legal (5%) $400,000

Services Buring Coastruction {B8Y) $1,000,000

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST ) $14,000,000

Engineering & Design {103} $1, 400,000

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $15.000,000 T )

PRESENT WDRTH $34,000,000  $32,860,000  $25, 000,900

§ Present worth calculated over 2 yr. treatsent period. ) . )
§8 FPresent worth caiculatad assuming replaceaent of J0% topscil, regrading. and revegetating every 10 yrs.
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Briefing on the
Record of Decision for
the Summit National Site
Deerfield, Ohio

I. Site History

The Summit National site was a former solvent recycling and disposal
facility located in Deerfield, Ohio. Solvents, paint sludges, phenols,
cyanide, arsenic, and other liquid wastes were stored, incinerated, and
buried or dumped during 1973 through 1978. 1In 1983, Summit National site
was added to the National Priorities List (NPL). In February 1988, U.S.
EPA concluded in a Remedial Investigation (RI) report that toxic waste had
contaminated all onsite medium and presented an unacceptable risk to human
health and the environment. O0ffsite areas have also been affected by site
operations. Contamination includes a variety of organic and inorganic
compounds. The RI conclusions and Feasibility Study justify the need for
remedial action at the Sumit National site.

11.Site Characterization

The remedial investigation detected contamination onsite in all medium.
Over 65 hazardous substances exceeding background concentrations were
detected in onsite soils, 43 in onsite surface water, 29 in onsite
sediments, and over 25 in the shallow groundwater system beneath the site.
Contamination includes organic and inorganic compounds. The major
contaminants that represent the most significant risks to human health are
as follows:

Major Organic Compounds Major Inorganic Compounds
Bis (2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate Antimony

1,2 Dichloroethane Barium

1,1 Dichloroethene Cadium
Trichloroethene Chromium
Hexaclorobenzene Cyanide

PAHs Zinc

PCBs

These contaminants occur in high concentrations and frequency onsite in the
groundwater system, soils, sediments and surface water. The RI also
identified the existence of about 900-1600 buried drums and 4 buried tanks
containing hazardous substances. Offsite areas have also been affected
with similar compounds by site operations to the south and eastern
perimeter. The extent of contamination is depicted in Figure 1. There are
nine residential wells within 1000 feet of the site. These wells have not
been affected by the site.

The Deerfield Township is about 76% undeveloped or agriculture. The
remaining areas have been developed for residential, industrial,
commercial, and recreational purposes. The area immediately surrounding
the site has few rural residences, two landfills, a cement plant, a roller
skating rink, and a used tire storage lot. (See Figure 1).
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The potential receptors are residents and workers near the site. The
potential exposure pathways are groundwater consumption, and soil ingestion
and dermal absorption. The highest risk and worst case scenario associated
with each medium are as follows:

Current Conditions

Soils 3 X 10-5 Onsite trespassers
Sediments 6 X 10-6 Children in offsite ditches
Future Conditions

Soils 5 X 10-3 Onsite residents
Groundwater 3 x 10-1 Onsite residents using the

watertable as a drinking water source

III.Description of Alternatives

The Feasibility Study presented nine alternatives ranging from no action to
the maximum action practicable. The alternatives and costs are as follows:

Alternative Cost

1. No Action
2. Resident Relocation with Monitoring $ 820,000
3. Capping with Offsite Drum

and Tank Incineration $ 15,000,000
4, RCRA Landfill for Vadose Soil $ 22,000,000
5. Onsite Incineration of "Hot Spot" Soils

(32,000 c.y.) $ 25,000,000
6. Onsite Incineration of Contaminated

Vadose Soils (105,000 c.y.) $ 46,000,000
7. Onsite Incineration of A1l Unconsolidated

Materials (430,000 c.y.) $127,000,000
8. In-situ Vitrification of "Hot Spot" Soils

(32,000 c.y.) $ 29,000,000
9. In-situ Vitrification of Contaminated

Vadose Soils (105,000 c.y.) $ 39,000,000

IV.Nine Criteria Analysis

The alternatives were evaluated based on the nine criteria. All
alternatives satisfy the evaluation criteria, with the exception of
Alternatives 1 and 2, The alternatives differ in the extent to which each
criteria is satisfied. The attached matrix summarizes how each alternative
is evaluated. (See Figure 2)

The alternative that best satisfies the evaluation criteria is Alternative
5 - Onsite Incineration of "Hot Spot" Soils.



V.Cost Effectiveness Analysis

The alternatives that provide overall effectiveness, protectiveness,
and implementability at a reasonable cost are as follows:

Alternative Cost
Capping with Offsite Drum and Tank Incineration $15,000,000
Onsite Incineration of "Hot Spot" Soils $25,000,000
In-situ Vitrification of “Hot Spot" Soils $29,000,000

Alternative 3 did not include treatment of contaminated soils which
represented a concern with leaching and allowing groundwater conditions to
worsen, In addition, offsite treatment and transportation is least
favorable due to the limited RCRA capacity, and implications and
availability of transportation services. The Ohio EPA would not accept
this alternative and would not waive a State ARAR which would require U.S.
EPA to provide an alternate drinking water supply to residents within a
1000 foot radius.

Alternative 8 proposed In-situ Vitrification, which is an innovative
technology that has not been tried and proven at hazardous waste sites with
multi-contaminants similar to the Summit National Site. Based on its
uncertain reliability, performance, and availability, it was less favorable
than Alternative 5. Therefore, Alternative 5 Onsite Incineration of "Hot
Spot" Soils is the preferred alternative.

VI.Preferred Alternative

The major components of the preferred alternative are as follows:

* Excavation and Onsite Incineration of the following waste;
(Activity to be completed within a 5 year time frame.)

Contaminated "Hot Spot" Soils 32,000 c.y.
Contaminated (Qffsite Sediments 1,500 c.y.
Contents of Buried Drums 900 - 1600

* Groundwater treatment of the Intermediate aquifer to be
completed within a 5 to 10 year time frame.

* Dewatering of the water table to be completed within a 2 to 10
year time frame.

* Construction of a Double Synthetic Liner to contain the
incinerated waste material.

* Construction of a Multi-layer Cap across the entire site
(16 acres).

* Removal of Onsite Structures.

* Installation of a Slurry Wall around site perimeter to a depth of
40 feet.
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* Elimination of Onsite Surface Water.

* Site Extension (4 acres) and Relocation on One Home QOwner
(No Occupants).

* Access and Deed Restrictions

Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Programs

*

* Total Cost $25,000,000

A detailed site plan and cross section are presented in Figures 3 and 4
respectively.

The preferred alternative provides the best balance among the nine
criteria. The strongest benefit is that the remedy will permanently reduce
contamination to non-hazardous levels leaving behind an acceptable residual
risk of 2 X 103 in soils. In addition, the alternative eliminates all
exposure pathways, thus eliminating risk. This alternative can be readily
implemented at a reasonable cost and utilizes permanent solutions and
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

VII.Enforcement Status

In November, 1987, the U.S. EPA, State of Ohio, DOJ, OAG, and PRPs started
the legal Remedial Design/Remedial Action Consent Decree negotiations. The
negotiations are currently on-going between all parties. Once the ROD is
finalized, the components of the Consent Decree negotiations will commence
under Section 122 (c) CERCLA.

VIII. Issues
State:

The major issue raised by Ohio EPA is the definition and volume of "hot
spot” soils. After further review and discussion, it was agreed by both
parties to redefine the removal scenario which resulted in an incremental
volume from 27,000 c.y. to 32,000 c.y. at an additional cost of
approximately $1,000,000. This additional soil volume increased the
preferred remedial alternative from $24,000,000 to $25,000,000. Based on
the latest meeting (May 26, 1988), the Ohio EPA, has verbally approved the
preferred remedial alternative., Ohio EPA will provide us with a letter of
concurrence by June 17, 1988.

PRP:

The PRPs have commented on the preferred alternative and have three major
differences of opinion. They propose trenches across the site rather than
extraction wells, a soil cover rather than a multi-layer cap, and a smaller
volume of "hot spot" soils 3000 c.y. versus the 32,000 c.y. Without
further information, it is our technical and legal opinion that the PRP's
proposal is not acceptable, However, it appears that the PRPs are in
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favor of the remaining components. Although, negotiations appear
favorable, to date the PRP group has not made a commitment that can
guarantee their willingness to conduct the remedial design/remedial action.

Region V

The relocation of a resident has been a concern since such action has not
been conducted within the region. The justification for relocating and
purchasing 4 acres of property is based on unacceptable short and long term
risks, and implementability of the remedial alternative. U.S. EPA
headquarters was consulted and does not pose an objection. The agency in
charge of managing negotiations is the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). Once the ROD is signed, an Interagency Agreement between U.S. EPA
and FEMA can be developed to initiate the planning, temms, and costs of the
relocation and acquisition. U.S. EPA's legal staff, office of public
affairs, and project manager would assist as necessary during the process.
FEMA will work closely with the State of Ohio since the State must concur
and obtain title of the property.
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Record of Decision
Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection
Summit National Site
SITE: Summit National - Deerfield, Qhio

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

The selection of the remedy is based on the Administrative Record for the
.Summit National site. Attachment 1 contains the Responsiveness Summary and
Attachment 2 contains the index to the administrative record. The decision
document represents the selected remedial alternative for the Summit
National site. It was developed in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
(SARA), and consistent with the National 0i1 and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan to the extent practicable.

The remedial action will require future operation and maintenance
activities to assure the continued effectiveness of the remedy. These
activities will be considered eligible for Trust Fund monies for a period
not to exceed one year. I have also determined that the action being taken
is appropriate when balanced against the availability of trust monies for
use at other sites. This record of decision addresses all operable units
for remedial action at the Summit National site, in Deerfield, Ohio.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

U.S. EPA's preferred alternative includes limiting access and future uses
of the site; monitoring surface water and groundwater; removal of on-site
structures and placing debris in an off-site permitted landfill or under
the multi-layer cap; excavating and onsite incinerating "hot spot"” soils,
sediments, buried drums and tanks including their contents; placement of
all incinerated material in an on-site RCRA landfill; installation of a
multi-layer cap over the entire site; a vertical barrier (slurry wall)
around the perimeter of the site; the installation of wells over the site
to extract and treat groundwater on-site; eliminating on-site surface water
and treating it along with the groundwater treatment system; rerouting of
the southern and eastern ditches to an area offsite; regrading and
revegetating the site surface; and relocating the Watson residence to
another area not affected by the site,

DECLARATIONS

Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the National 0i1 and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan to the extent practicable, I have
determined that the selected alternative for remediation of the Summit
National site, is protective of human health and the environment; meets
applicable or relevant, and appropriate requirements; and is cost
effective.
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This record of decision addresses all concerns at the site and is the
proposed final remedial action for the Summit National site.

This remedy satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ
treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, and volume as a principal
element, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternate treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. To ensure the long term
effectiveness and protectiveness of the selected remedy, a review will be
conducted within five years after commencement of the remedial action.

Date Valdas V. Admakus
Regional Administrator
U.S. EPA
Region V



Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection
Summit National Site

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Summit National Site is located in Deerfield Township, Portage County,
Ohio, approximately 45 miles southeast of Cleveland and 20 miles west of
Youngstown (Figure 1).

The Summit National Site is approximately rectangular in shape and occupies
approximately 11.5 acres. It is located at the southeast corner of the
intersection of Ohio Route 225 to the west and U.S. Route 224 to the north
(Figure 2).

The site was a coal strip mine and contained a coal wash pond and coal
stock pile prior to its use as an incinerator site. The coal tipple
remains as a 15 ft. high embankment in the northwest corner of the site
with a loading dock and concrete debris remaining from the original coal
processing facilities. Other prominent features on site are two ponds
located in the midsection of the site, an abandoned incinerator and two
buildings in the southeast corner, a scale house in the northwest corner,
and two dilapidated buildings in the northeast corner. Additionally, it is
estimated that approximately 900-1,600 drums and three known tanks and one
suspected tank remain buried on site. Little vegetation is growing on site
since most of the site was graded following periodic surface cleanup
activities which were performed from 1980 through 1982. The site is
enclosed by a 6 ft. high fence with two locked gates for entrance from
Route 225.

The area immediately surrounding the site has been developed for a variety
of uses, primarily rural residences, 1ight industries and agriculture.
Several residences are located to the north, east and west within 500 ft.
of the site. A roller skating rink is immediately north of the site.

Light industries in the area include a fuel distributor, a cement plant and
manufacturer of septic tanks, two sanitary landfills, and used tire storage
lots. Unused area near the site are either wooded or unvegetated strip
mined lands.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY

A1l information pertaining to site history was obtained from and based on
the existing Summit National Remedial Action Master Plan (RAMP) (CHpM Hill,
August 1983) and the Ohio EPA files available from the Twinsburg, Ohio
office.

In June 1973, Summit National Liquid Services obtained a "Permit to
Install" an 18,000 gallon per month 1iquid waste incinerator from the Ohio
EPA. In April 1974 an operating permit for the incinerator was issued by
the Ohio EPA. The facility, called Summit National Liquid Services,
received 1liquid wastes from various manufacturing and chemical companies.
The wastes were either delivered in bulk using tanker trucks or in 55
gallon drums on flatbed trucks.
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Once brought to the facility, wastes were stored unprotected in 55 gallon
drums, an open pit referred to as the polymer pit, or bulk tanks of varying
size. Many wastes were mixed with flammable liquids and incinerated. Some
wastes were buried on site, while others were dumped or leaked onto the
site soil. The incinerator reportedly operated until 1978.

During its operating history, a variety of industrial wastes were disposed
at the Summit National site. Drummed and tanked wastes disposed included
waste oils, resins, paint sludges, flammable solvents, chlorinated
solvents, plating sludges, pesticide wastes, phenols, cyanides, acids,
various polymers, and l1ab packs. Many of the drums and bulk tanks stored
on the surface leaked quantities of these materials into the surface of
the site. It was reported that the concrete block pit was used for liquid
waste mixing and solidification and overflowed on a recurring basis during
periods of heavy rainfall.

In June 1975 the Northeast District Qffice of the Qhio EPA investigated a
complaint of an unauthorized discharge of waste water from the site. The
U.S. EPA conducted an investigation of the site on October 29, 1976 and
found evidence of numerous leaks and spills. The owner was notified of the
need for a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC) and
informed that he was in violation of state laws relating to treatment and
disposal of industrial waste. The Ohio EPA Director issued Final Findings
and Orders on June 12, 1978. These required Summit National to cease
receiving waste materials, remove all liquid waste from the site, and
receive written approval prior to removing any material from the facility.
No further waste material was received after this date. On March 15, 1979,
the owner Mr. Georgeoff sold the site without removing any wastes.

In August 1979, the State of Ohio filed a complaint against the present and
former owners alleging the operation of a solid waste disposal site without
a permit, creation of a public nuisance, failure to comply with orders from
the Ohio EPA, and installation of facilities for the storage and disposal
of liquid waste without submitting plans to the Ohio EPA. Testing of
onsite waste materials established the presence of over 7,500 gallons of a
toxic chemical, hexachlorocyclopentadiene, commonly called HCCPD or C-56.
In September 1979, U.S. EPA notified the owner that, because C-56 and other
hazardous chemicals were leaking to the environment, remedial action was
being planned pursuant to Section 311 of the Clean Water Act. The owner
refused to take voluntary action or fund the cleanup operation, so U.S. EPA
funded the cleanup of C-56 wastes that took place between September and
November 1980. The remedial action consisted in disposing of three bulk
tanks and their contents (approximately 7,500 gallons), some contaminated
soil, and the treatment of contaminated water.

In November 1980, an agreement was reached between the State and eight
generators that provided $2.5 million for surface cleanup. Surface cleanup
operations, including removal of drums, tanks and various surface debris
and a small amount of contaminated soil, were concluded in June 1982. The
1981-82 surface cleanup project removed much of the source of site
contamination, but did not include subsurface exploration or cleanup.
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In October 1981, the Attorney General of the State of Ohio (0AG) filed an
action against the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) under federal law
using Section 107 of CERCLA. This suit is to recover past and future costs
of removal and remedial actions at and about the site and to recover costs
for damages to the natural resources of air, surface waters, groundwater
and soils in and around the site. The status of this suit is on hold until
the U.S. EPA finalizes the RI/FS document. However, the Judge in this case
did have the first reported ruling that it was Congress's intent that
CERCLA 107 liabilities are not only for future 1iabilities, but also past
liabilities.

In June and July of 1982, the U.S. EPA and the PRPs negotiated the terms
under which an Administrative Order by Consent could be signed allowing the
PRPs to conduct and complete an RI/FS at the site. These negotiations were
terminated due to the PRPs not accepting U.S. EPA's basic conditions.

In September, 1983, the Summit National Site was placed on the National
Priorities List (NPL) which made it eligible for clean-up under the
Superfund program. U.S. EPA issued a work assignment to conduct a Remedial
Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS) for the Summit National site.
The remedial investigation was conducted in two phases in Fall 1984 and
Winter 1986.

In March 1987, the U.S. EPA issued a Section 106 (a) CERCLA Unilateral
Administrative Order (A0) to the PRPs at the site. This AO was issued to
contain and terminate the actual or threatened release into the environment
of hazardous substances due to the deteriorating site conditions. It was
observed in December, 1986 by U.S. EPA that the eastern pond on the site
was flooding, the embankment about the pond was eroding and an underground
tank was leaking. In March 1987, the site went critical due to the Spring
rains and thaw. The PRPs informally agreed to reimburse U.S. EPA for
response costs related to this emergency action rather than implement the
AO. Currently, the U.S. EPA and the PRPs are finalizing a Section 122(h)
CERCLA, as amended, Administrative Order by Consent that will reimburse
U.S. EPA for the cost of completing the removal actions specified in the
AO.

In November 1987, the U.S. EPA, State of Ohio, DOJ, OAG and PRPs started
the legal Remedial Design/Remedial Action-Consent Decree negotiations at
this site. These negotiations have made progress and are currently on-
going between all parties. After the Record of Decision is finalized
technical components of the Consent Decree negotiations will commence under
the Section 122(c) CERCLA, as amended, Special Notice Letter provisions.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Community involvement at the Summit National Site has been moderate.
Residents and press have maintained an interest in U.S. EPA activities at
the site.

An administrative record has been established for the Summit National site.
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This record contains information regarding the Remedial Investigation,
Feasibility Study, emergency activities and other historical and
administrative information pertinent to the site. The record is located at
the U.S. Post Office, 1365 Route 14, in Deerfield, Ohio. The U,S.EPA
issued a press release announcing the availability of the proposed plan,
Feasibility Study, and other site-related documents; location of the
repository; the public comment period, February 12 to March 21, 1988; and
the public meeting at the American Legion Hall in Deerfield, Ohio, on
February 29, 1988. The index to the Administrative Record is in

Attachment 2.

The public meeting was attended by about 150 interested parties, news
media, and public officials. During the meeting the U.S. EPA presented the
Feasibility Study. The presentation described the different alternatives
considered for the site and the preferred alternative. Questions were
answered and public comments were invited and accepted. The response to
written comments received during the comment period are presented in the
Responsiveness Summary, Attachment 1.

SCOPE OF RESPONSE ACTION

This record of decision addresses all affected media at the Summit National
site. The scope of response action includes contaminated groundwater,
surface and subsurface soils, surface water, sediments, buried drums and
tanks. This record of decision is the only operable unit and is the final
remedy for the Summit National site.

SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Results of U.S. EPA's Remedial Investigation at the site indicate that
surface and subsurface soils, sediments, surface water, and groundwater
beneath the site are contaminated with a number of organic and inorganic
compounds. Samples taken off-site (south and eastern perimeter) have also
been affected by site contamination. The following section presents the
major findings and conclusions of the media sampled based on the result
from the data obtained. A summary of the most representative organic and
inorganic parameters for each media is presented in Attachment 3.

GROUNDNWATER

The hydrogeology of the Summit National site is complex. For purposes of
discussion and analysis, the strata at the site has been separated into
three hydrogeologic units; the water table aquifer, the "intermediate"
units, and the Upper Sharon "aquifer," as shown on Figure 3.

Groundwater in the water-table aquifer flows southward and eastward and
does not vary much on a seasonal basis. The water-table aquifer is
generally 5 to 12 feet below grade. The intermediate unit is separated
into two stratas by an unamed limestone. The upper portion flows
southeastward and the lower portion flows westward. Groundwater in the
Upper Sharon flows northward.
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Vertical gradients within bedrock vary across the study area. The gradient
between the water-table aquifer and all deeper strata is downward at all
locations. In bedrock, vertical components are upward at the southern
portion of the site and downward in the central portion.

Shallow onsite groundwater in the water-table aquifer and uppermost
intermediate units is contaminated with a number of organic compounds,
including 2-butanone, phenol, toluene, and bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate.
The highest concentration of these contaminants occur in the southwestern
quarter of the site and generally decrease across the southern half of the
site, from west to east.

0f the deeper intermediate wells, levels of contaminants were detected in
only one well, MW-24. Wells in the Upper Sharon aquifer do not present
contamination problems. None of the residential wells, which represent
water in the intermediate unit and Upper Sharon aquifer, indicated levels
of organic contaminants above background. Background is defined as those
parameters that occur within the natural range for the area in soils,
groundwater, sediments, surface water, and air. Each media is compared to
background levels present in the same media.

SOILS

The background soils representing local residential, farm and strip mine
soil had detectable levels of numerous organic and inorganic compounds.
The origins of these contaminants were not able to be determined from the
data obtained during the RI. However, some inorganic compounds such as
aluminum, arsenic, iron, maganese, and nickel are associated with coal and
coal refuse, and therefore are naturally occurring in a coal mining area.

The onsite surface and subsurface soils (down to 8 ft.) were found to have
levels of numerous organic and inorganic contaminants. Many of these
contaminants were not observed off site, such as benzene, toluene, and
phenol and some were found at levels up to several orders of magnitude
above background. Soil levels were compared to an average background which
included residential, farming and mining, and were also compared to
residential alone. Both comparisons indicate the site is contaminated and
has affected offsite soils. Offsite soils south of the site at the cement
plant also contained numerous polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH's) and
other organics at levels above background. The eastern offsite soils also
showed contamination, particularly PCBs, at levels that exceeded
background concentrations.

SURFACE WATER

Surface water flow at and near the site was observed to occur only in
response to seasonal precipitation events. Therefore, no reliable flow
estimates or stream loading characteristics could be made. The onsite
surface water was found to be contaminated with organic and inorganic
compounds at concentrations above background. The east pond had
consistently higher levels of contaminants than the west pond, based on
total fraction concentration.
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Offsite surface water is also contaminated with organics and metals at
concentrations above background. The major areas of contamination are the
south ditch (downstream) and the lower east drainage ditch (Figure 2).

SEDIMENT

Onsite sediments were found to be contaminated in all fractions analyzed
based on concentrations that exceeded background soil concentrations and
upstream sediment concentrations (not affected by the site). The west pond
samples detected higher concentrations of contaminants in the organic
fractions, while the east pond samples showed higher levels of inorganics.
The offsite sediment in the southern ditch (upstream and downstream) and
lower east drainage ditch were found to have organics that exceeded
background. The first and second impoundments located off site to the
southeast also showed minor contamination.

AIR QUALITY

The results of the RI indicated that the site emits low levels of VOCs to
the air. However, the levels were far below Federal health and safety
standards. U.S. EPA concluded that air contamination should not occur
unless there is a surface disturbance at the site.

BURIED MATERIAL

Result of the buried materials investigation at the site indicate that five
buried tanks and an estimated 900 to 1,600 drums are buried on site.
Estimates indicate that the total number of drums existing intact that may
contain waste can be 675 to 1,200. OQut of five tanks, U.S. EPA removed
one tank in Spring 1987. The tank contained several organic and inorganic
compounds.

SUMMARY OF RISKS

As part of the RI process, a risk assessment was conducted to determine the
potential risk the site may have on human health. The study concluded that
unacceptable health risks (greater than 10-6 excess 1ife time cancer risk)
may occur under a number of exposures. The potential pathways of exposure
are incidental ingestion and direct contact of soil, and consumption of
contaminated groundwater in the shallow and intermediate water bearing
units beneath the site.

Under current conditions exposure of on-site trespassers, offsite workers,
and residents, to soils have an average risk which range between 1x10-8 to
3x10-%. For the same exposure scenarios but under a plausible maximum
case, the risks range between 2x10~4 to 4x10-5. The maximum exposure
scenario represents a potential for moderate exposure. The noncarcinogenic
index is less than 1 for both scenarios and therefore, noncarcinogenic
health effects are not Tikely to occur.
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Exposure to sediments under current condition included offsite ditches and
the second impoundment. The risk range for the average case is 2x10-7 to
6x10-2 and for the maximum case is 6x10-6 ™ 1x10-7. Carcinogenic health
affects are not likely to occur under these scenarios with the exception
of exposure to ditches under the maximum case. Noncarcinogenic health
effects are not likely to occur since the hazard index is less than one.

Under future conditions, onsite workers and residents have a range of 1x10~
5 to 2x10-7 under an average exposure scenario, and 5x10-3 to 2x10-4 under
the maximum exposure scenario. The noncarcinogenic hazard index exceeds
one under the onsite residents plausible maximum exposure scenario. These
results represent a significant potential for carcinogenic and
noncarcinogenic health effects.

Exposure to groundwater for onsite residents and workers for future
conditions_range between 1x10-3 to 4x10-9 under the average case, and 3x10-
to 1x10~3 under the maximum exposure case. The noncarcinogenic hazard
index for the water table exceeds one for both the average and maximum
cases. The highest risks are associated with the water table aquifer,

which represent a significant potential for both carcinogenic and
noncarcinogenic health effects.

A summary of potential risks associated with the Summit National site is
presented in Table 1.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The following assembled remedial alternatives represent a range of
remediation applicable to the Summit National site. A cost summary is
presented in Table 2. The detailed cost analysis for each alternative is
presented, in Attachment 4.

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

The Superfund program must evaluate the no action alternative to establish
a baseline for comparison. However, at the Summit National site this
alternative is not protective of human health and the environment as
demonstrated by the conclusion of the Public Health Evaluation. Therefore,
the no action alternative is not effective and eliminated from further
consideration for this site.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - RESIDENT RELOCATION WITH MONITORING

This alternative includes access and deed restrictions, relocation of the
Watson residence located on the eastern perimeter, runoff and groundwater
monitoring. This alternative can be implemented within one year at a
present worth cost of $820,000.



( TABLE 1 (

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Jotat Cencer Risks Noncarcinogenic Hazard index
Exposure Scenario Average Plausible Maximum Average Pleusible Maximum
gurrent Conditions - Sofl
On-site trespassers 1x 10‘8 3x 10-5 <1 «1
Off-site workers (southern perimeter) 6x107 4x 107 <1 <1
Off-site residents (eastern perimeter) 3x10°¢ 2x 10 <1 <1
Current Corditions - Sediment
Children in ditches 2x107  sx107® < "
Teenagers in second impoundment 6 x 10;12 1 x 10.7 - <1 <1
Future Conditions
On-site workers
soil | 2x 107 2x 104 < <«
Groundwater
Vater Table 5 x 107 3 x 10°2 » o
Intermediate Unit 2x 10 1x 103 < »1
Upper Sharon Aquifer 4x10°? NA < NA
On-site residents
soil 1x10°° 5 x 107 < »1
Groundwater
Vater Table 1x 1073 3x 107 » »1
Intermediate Unit 4x 1074 2x10? <1 >1.
Upper Sharon Aquifer g x 108 NA < NA

NA = not applicable, only one representative sample.
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ALTERNATIVE 3 - CAPPING AND OFFSITE DRUM INCINERATION

The major components of this alternative are: excavation and off-site
incineration of the contents of buried drums and tanks; construction of a
RCRA cap over the site to reduce contact with contaminated materials;
construction of a soil-bentonite slurry wall to limit migration of
contaminated ground water; lowering of the water table Aquifer by the use of
220 wellpoints; extraction of contaminated groundwater from the Upper
Intermediate unit by 12 wellpoints; and access restrictions, monitoring, and
resident relocation as described in Alternative 2. This alternative can be
implemented within one year at a present worth cost of $15,000,000.

Groundwater extraction and treatment will be the same in subsequent
alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE 4 - ONSITE RCRA LANDFILL FOR VADOSE SOIL

This alternative consists primarily of the same components, including off-
site incineration of the contents of buried drums and tanks, as contained in
Alternative 3, except that contaminated onsite soil within the vadose zone
will be excavated and placed into a RCRA landfill constructed on site. As
with Alternative 3, site fencing, deed restrictions and monitoring will be
necessary since contaminants remain on site. This alternative can be
implemented within a two to three year time period at a cost of $22,000,000.

ALTERNATIVE 5 - THERMAL TREATMENT OF “HOT SPOT" SOIL

This alternative consists of similar components as Alternative 3, with the
additional excavation and onsite thermal treatment of approximately 32,000
cu. yds. of highly contaminated soil. This alternative had initially
included the excavation and treatment of only 27,000 c.y. However, after
further review, it was determined that an additional 5,000 c.y. would have to
be removed and treated. The rationale for the additional soil volume is
based on surface soil blocks exceeding the 1 X 10-3 upperbound cancer risk as
depicted in Figure 4. The drum and tank contents would be treated on site in
the mobile incineration unit. One incineration unit would be employed at the
site and the duration of treatment would be approximately 5 years. Treatment
residue from the onsite incinerator would be replaced in an onsite RCRA
landfill. The time frame for this alternative is five years and has a
present worth cost of $25,000,000.

ALTERNATIVE 6 - THERMAL TREATMENT OF YADOSE SOIL

This alternative includes components similar to Alternative 5, except that
instead of treating only "hot spot" soil, all vadose soil determined to be
contaminated, based on RI soil boring data, would be excavated and
incinerated. A total of approximately 105,000 cu. yds. of soil would be
excavated, incinerated onsite, and backfilled in the same manner as described
in Alternative 5. Two incineration would be employed onsite and the duration
of treatment would be approximately nine years. The present worth cost is
$46,000,000 for alternative 6.
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ALTERNATIVE 7 - THERMAL TREATMENT OF ALL UNCONSOLIDATED MATERIAL TO BEDROCK

In this alternative, all contaminated, unconsolidated materials, including
buried tanks and drums, all contaminated vadose soil, and all saturated
unconsolidated materials associated with the contaminated portion of the
water table Aquifer would be excavated and treated on site.

Contaminated soil and other unconsolidated materials amounting to
approximately 430,00 cu.yds., would be treated on site using the thermal
treatment system described in Alternative 5. Treatment of this material
would require an estimated 12 years. The present worth cost is $127,000,000.

ALTERNATIVE 8 - IN SITU VITRIFICATION OF “HOT SPOT" SOILS

This alternative parallels Alternative 5 with the major difference being that
in situ vitrification of "hot spot" soils are used as the soil treatment
method, rather than onsite incineration. The onsite RCRA landfill would also
be eliminated as the soils are vitrified in place. Buried drum and tank
contents would be transported off site for thermal treatment. This
alternative once in place can be completed within a two year time frame.

The present worth cost is $29,000,000.

ALTERNATIVE 9 - IN SITU VITRIFICATION OF VADOSE SOILS

This alternative parallels Alternative 6 with the major difference being that
in situ vitrification of the vadose soils is used as the soil treatment
method, rather than onsite incineration. The onsite RCRA landfill would also
be eliminated as the soils are vitrified in place. Buried drum and tank
contents would be transported off site for thermal treatment. Rather than a
multi-layer cap, the site will be covered with a simple soil cover at the
completion of vitrification. Implementation can be achieved within seven
years at a present worth cost of $39,000,000.

GROUNDWATER RESPONSE

The pump and treatment system is incorporated in Alternatives 3 through 9.
The vertical barrier and pumping of the contaminated groundwater in both the
shallow water table and intermediate unit would lead to restoration of the
aquifer. Pumping in the intermediate unit is approximately 2 to 10 years to
fully dewater the onsite water table aquifer. However, pumping will be
perpetual for gradient control purposes. Cleanup of the intermediate aquifer
could occur wuthin 5 to 10 years. These calculations are based on data
collected during the RI which indicated a range of hydraulic conductivities
values. The extraction system consists in the installation of 220 wells over
the site on a 50 ft. grid system.

The treatment process will meet water quality standards and effectively
protect human health and the environment. In absence of standards, discharge
levels will obtain the best available technology economically achievable
criteria. Treated water will be discharged to a surface water point located
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approximately 3500 feet downgradient of the site. The treatment system will
include precipitation, flocculation, coagulation, oil and water separation,
filtration, and carbon absorption. It is unlikely that any violations of air
emissions of volatile compounds will occur. However, monitoring controls
will be taken to assure compliance with air quality standards.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The major objective of the FS for the Summit National site is to evaluate
remedial alternatives, that are designed to remediate site contamination and
associated problems. The evaluation criteria is consistent with the goals
and objectives of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, a
nd Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986. The remedial alternative must effectively
mitigate and minimize threats to human health, welfare and environment, be
implementable, and cost effective.

The nature and extent of site hazards summarized in the Summit RI, form
the basis for identifying specific objectives for remediating contaminated
soil and subsurface wastes (buried drums and tanks), sediment, surface
water, and groundwater and associated free product. The risks identified
at the site in the public health risk assessment establish the basis for
identifying site-specific goals of remedial measures.

The alternatives were screened based on their ability to protect human
health and the environment; achieve State and Federal ARARs (applicable or
relevant, and appropriate requirements); reduction in toxicity, mobility,
and volume; long and short-term effectiveness; implementability; cost
effectiveness; State and community acceptance. Based on screening and
detailed analysis of remedial alternatives for the Summit National site,
several assembled remedial alternatives, including the no action
alternative, were developed.

A summary of the Detailed Analysis of Alternatives is presented in Figure
5. The purpose of the following section is to summarize the relative
performance of the alternatives evaluation with respect to the criteria.

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

The no action alternative and relocation/monitoring alternatives (1 and 2
respectively), do not provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment. The relocation of the Watson resident removes the risk
associated with exposure to offsite soils, but does not satisfy the
overall protection criteria. Since these two alternatives do not satisfy
the protectiveness criteria, they are eliminated from further
consideration.

The remaining alternatives provide adequate protection, although they do
so through different combinations of treatment, engineering, and
institutional controls. All alternatives eliminate the exposure routes to
any residual contamination which would result in eliminating any residual
risks associated with the site.
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COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

A1l protective alternatives are designed to attain the applicable and
appropriate requirements of Federal and State environmental laws.

LONG - TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Al ternative 7, thermal treatment of all contaminated material down to bedrock,
offers the highest degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence since it
will destroy virtually all organic contamination present at the site. This
alternative is very comprehensive in its scope and is extremely difficult to
implement.

Alternatives 6 and 9 afford a high degree of long-term effectiveness and
permanence by treating and immobilizing all currently known sources of
contamination. While incineration would destroy the organic fraction, the
containment of the inorganic fraction would be achieved by the installation of
the double synthetic liner. The vitrification alternative, would encapsulate
the contamination providing effective immobilization of both organic and
inorganic compounds. Alternative 6 is as effective as alternative 9, but due
to the liner, alternative 6 may have move intensive long-term management.

Alternatives 5 and 8 are equally effective but are less long-term effective
and permanent than alternatives 6,7, and 9. Alternatives 5 and 8 involve
treatment of a lesser amount of contaminated soil, resulting in a greater
amount of residual contamination. The remaining untreated soil would be
properly contained by the multi-layer cap and any leachability of the soil
would be collected by the leachate collection system. Leachate production
will be minimal since the watertable will be maintained at a level below the
residual contaminated soil. This alternative may require longer-term
management than alternative 8.

Alternatives 3 and 4 are identical in the amount of material they leave behind
to be managed over time. Alternative 3 provides a multi-layer cap which
eliminates direct contact. Alternative 4 would, however, affords a slightly
higher degree of long term effectiveness in that residuals would be disposed
of in an onsite RCRA 1andfill. The landfill would include a double synthetic
liner which would prevent leaching into groundwater.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME

Alternatives 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 would all satisfy the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element. The remedy would address the principal
threats at the site under each option.

Alternative 7, would involve thermal treatment of all unconsolidated material
and is expected to destroy 100% of all contaminated material, therefore
affording the highest degree of reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume.
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Thermal treatment will achieve a destruction and removal efficiency (DRE) of
99.99% for each individual principal organic hazardous constituent (POHC).
When dioxins or PCBs are present, the DRE is 99.9999% for each POHC. The
degree of overall reduction in TMY correlates to the volume of material that
will be treated, which is greatest under alternative 7, and least under
alternative 5.

Alternatives 8 and 9 involve in-situ vitrification which encapsulates
contaminants thus immobilizing and preventing exposure to their toxicity. The
overall reduction in TMY is greater in alternative 9 than under alternative 8.

Alternatives 3 and 4 involve treatment of drum and tank contents, which are
equal in reduction of TMV. However, neither alternative addresses the highly
contaminated soils so that the principal threats are not fully addressed by
treatment.

SHORT - TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Alternatives 2 and 3 are most effective in the short-term in that they can
achieve their respective response objectives in less than one year with no
potential adverse impacts resulting from implementation activities.

Alternative 8, in-situ vitrification of hot spot soils could be implemented
within a two year time frame, which is comparable to alternative 4
construction of a RCRA landfill. There are no anticipated potential adverse
effects associated with implementation of vitrification. Alternative 4
requires the excavation and handling of contaminated soils which is
technically more comprehensive and could result in short-term adverse effects.

Implementation of alternative 5, thermal treatment of "hot spot" soils is
estimated at five years. This alternative could pose potential short-term
effects due to excavation, materials handling, and possible air emissions.

Alternative 9, in-situ vitrification of contaminated vadose soils would
require a seven year implementation time frame but is not expected to resuilt
in adverse impacts on workers, the community, or the environment.

Alternative 6, thermal treatment of vadose soils is estimated at nine years
which could pose potential short-term effects. Alternative 7, thermal
treatment of all unconsolidated materials, is the least effective of all
alternatives in the short-term due to the 12 year time frame. This
alternative has the highest potential for adverse impacts on workers, the
community, and the environment.

IMPLEMENTABILITY

Alternatives 5 through 9 involve onsite remedial technologies which do not
result in off-site complications. Alternatives 5,6, and 7, involve thermal
treatment of approximately 32,000; 105,000, and 430,000 c.y. respectively.
The implementability considerations associated with the handling and treatment
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of contaminated soils, construction of an onsite RCRA landfill, and the
pumping of the groundwater, presents least implementability problems in
alternative 5 and the most difficult in alternative 7.

In-situ vitrification is a less proven technology than thermal treatment.
Implementability considerations with this technology for alternatives 8 and 9,
include the availability of vitrification units, and the uncertainty over the
technical feasibility in the specific waste matrix.

Alternatives 3 and 4 involve off-site thermal treatment of drums and tanks.
The transportation and off-site disposal of hazardous materials may present
difficulties with the availability of transportation services, and capacity of
a RCRA facility. Alternative 4 is more difficult to implement than
alternative 3 since it involves the additional handling of soils and
construction of an onsite RCRA landfill.

Cost

Alternative 7, thermal treatment of all unconsolidated materials, is by far
the most costly alternative with a present worth cost estimated at
$127,000.000. This compares to $46,000.000 for alternative 6, thermal
treatment of the contaminated vadose soils, and $39,000.000 for alternative 9,
in-situ vitrification of contaminated vadose soils.

Alternative 4, RCRA landfill of vadose soil; alternative 5 thermal treatment
of "hot spot" soils; and alternative 8, in-situ vitrification of "hot spot"
soils offer more comparable costs at $22,000.000, $25,000.000, $29,000.000
respectively. Capping with off-site incineration of drums and tanks under
alternative 3 would cost $15,000.000.

STATE ACCEPTANCE

The State of Qhio has been consulted throughout the Remedial Investigation
and Feasibility Study process. Based on discussions with by the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency plan on the RI/FS and proposed plan, the
State concurrs with the selected remedial alternative at the Summit National
site.

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

The local community, in general, supports U.S. EPA's preferred alternative
based on the comments received during the public comment period. Citizens
were concerned with the quality of their drinking water and would like a
residential monitoring program to be implemented by the U.S. EPA. Some
concern were raised regarding air emissions from the incinerator. These
concerns are adequately addressed in the Feasibility Study and will be
adressed in the Responsiveness Summary.
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SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the evaluation of effectiveness, implementability, protectiveness,
reduction of toxicity mobility, and volume, and cost of each proposed
alternative, the comments received from the public and the Ohio EPA and the
State and Federal environmental requirements, Alternative 5 - Thermal
Treatment of "Hot Spot" Soil has been determined to be the most appropriate
alternative.

This alternative provides adequate protection to public health and environment
and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, and mobility of contaminants.
This alternative utilizes treatment technologies, permanent solutions to the
maximum extent practicable, and is cost-effective.

A site plan and cross section of Alternative 5 are presented in Figures 6 and
7 respectively. The components of the selected alternative are described as
follows:

- Access and Deed Restrictions: A fence will be extended around the site
perimeter to assure unauthorized personnel from interfering with ongoing
remedial actions and preventing human and animal exposure to site
contaminants. Deed restrictions are necessary to control the use of the
property once the remedy is in place.

- Elimination of Onsite Surface Water: Surface water in both onsite ponds
will be collected by mechical methods and treated prior to discharge.
The south and east drainage ditch will be re-routed to an uncontaminated
area beyond the site. Sediments excavated from the ditches will be
treated along with onsite soils. Surface water in ditches will be
treated prior to discharge.

- Excavation and Incineration of Buried Drums, Tanks, "Hot Spot" Soils,
and Sediments: A mobile incinerator will be assembled on-site to
incinerate approximately 1,600 drums (88,000 gallons of waste), four
tanks with volume ranging from 1,000 to 7,500 gallons of waste, 32,000
cubic yards of contaminated soils, including 1,500 cubic yards of
contaminated sediments. Performance standards for incinerators of
hazardous waste are designated in 40 CFR 264.343. The destruction and
removal efficiency (DRE) for each principle organic hazardous constituent
(POHC) is 99.99 percent, thereby providing level of assurance that other
constituents are also being destroyed. For PCBs and dioxins the DRE is
99.9999% for each POHC. Incineration of waste can be completed within 5
years. Air monitoring will be conducted to assure no air quality
standards are violated as a result of the excavation and incineration of
soils, sediments, and drums.

- Installation of a Double Synthetic Liner: The incinerated material would
be disposed of in an on-site RCRA landfill. This requires the
construction of an underlying double synthetic liner. See Figure 8.

The liner proposed satisfies EPA/530-SW-85-014, "Minimum Guidance on
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Double Liner Systems for Landfills and Surface Impoundments, Design,
Construction and Operation." Groundwater and Leachate monitoring
will be required to evaluate the performance of the landfill.

Removal of Onsite Structures: A1l onsite structures would be demolished
or dismantled and disposed of onsite. Structures placed into an on-site
RCRA landfill do not require decontamination as designated in 40 CFR
264.114.

Installation of a Vertical Barrier: A soil-bentonite slurry wall
approximately three feet thick would be constructed around the perimeter
of the site to a depth of approximately 40 feet. This depth would
include six feet of penetration into the bedrock to assure a good seal.
The permeability of the slurry wall will achieve approximately 10-7
cm/sec. The slurry wall will prevent lateral migration offsite of
groundwater and free product.

Installation of Groundwater Extraction System: A network of 220 wells
installed on a 50 ft. grid system over the site, and a pumping rate
of 30 gpm was assumed. These figures will have to be refined by
performing in-field pumping tests for final design. Twelve of the
220 wells will extract groundwater from the intermediate units. The
extracted water will be treated onsite.

Groundwater Pump and Treat System: The remediation for groundwater
includes dewatering of the watertable aquifer and stagnating contaminant
migration in the intermediate units. Clean-up of the intermediate

unit can occur within 5 to 10 years. The groundwater pumping will

be perpetual for gradient control purposes. The treatment will

consist of physical treatment including precipitation, flocculation,
coagulation, oil and water separation, filtration, and carbon adsorption.
The effluent levels will attain Federal and/or State water quality
standards. In absence of standards, discharge levels will attain the
best available technology economically achievable criteria. It is
unlikely that air emissions from the treated water will result, however
the appropriate monitoring controls will be taken. The discharge point
will be downgradient approximately 3500 feet southeast of the site.

Installation of a Multi-layer Cap: A multi-layer cap would be

installed over the site to prevent contact with surface soils and

greatly reduce the volume of water infiltration through the

unsaturated zone. Prior to placing the cap the site would be regraded

to provide site drainage and prevent water from ponding on site. The
layer would consist of one foot of top soil (loam), one foot of earth
clean fill, filter fabric, high density polyethylene (HDPE) drainage net,
and a two foot compacted clay layer. The multi-layer cap is in
accordance with performance standards listed in 40 CFR 264.310. A RCRA
cover design is site specific and the ultimate design will be determined
during the remedial design phase. The diagram provided in Figure 9 is in
accordance with RCRA guidelines.
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- Runoff Monitoring: Surface water and sediment samples will be collected
and analyzed on a quarterly basis from the southeast discharge point.
Monitoring will detect any migration of site contamination originating

in soils and sediments. Monitoring will be an ongoing activity.

- Groundwater Monitoring: Groundwater in the watertable, intermediate, and
Upper Sharon aquifer, will be monitored to detect any contaminant
migration. Samples will be taken and analyzed on a quarterly basis at
seven monitoring location points. Monitoring will be an ongoing
activity for a minimum of 30 years.

- Relocation of the Watson Residence and Cement Plant Property:
The installation of the slurry wall, multi layer cap, and rerouting
of the southern and eastern drainage ditch, could not be completed
due to the location of the Watson's and cement plant property.
Additionally, there is a risk associated with soils that exceed 10-6
that also warrants remediation. Therefore, relocation of the Watson's
residence and acquisition of the cement plant property are necessary
to accomplish remediation at the site. The proper steps are being
undertaken with the affected parties and appropriate agencies.

The 30 years present worth value for the selected alternative at a discount
rate of 10 percent, is $25,000,000. The breakdown of the estimated cost is
presented in Table 3.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Protection of Human Health and the Enviromment

The risks associated with direct contact with, or ingestion of surface and
subsurface soils, and sediments will be eliminated by the installation of the
multi-layer cap. Additionally, the contaminated soils referred to as "hot
spots"” will be treated and contained in an onsite RCRA landfill, which
potentially eliminates migration into groundwater. Any leachate generated
would be extracted and treated onsite.

Onsite incineration may result in short-term low level emissions of organics in
the soil feed, and products of incomplete combustion. There will be an air
emissions control system on the incineration to decrease particulate matter to
the permitted levels. Thus, risks associated with inhalation will be
controlled.

The components contributing to protection from groundwater associated risks
include the installation of vertical barriers, groundwater extraction wells
followed by treatment. The barrier reduces contaminated groundwater from
migrating off-site, and in combination with the extraction system, it reduces
the rate of downward contaminant movement. This remediation along with
treatment decreases the long-term health risks associated with groundwater.

Elimination of surface water will eliminate intermittent exposure to surface
water through ingestion or absorption. The surface water will be treated in
the same manner as groundwater. Thus, risks associated with surface water will
be eliminated.
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The excavation of buried drums and tanks, and the demolition of on-site
structures, may lead to short-term increases in fugitive dust and possible
volatile organics which may lead into short-term health risks. Dust control
measures would be employed during this task, thus mitigating the potential for
health risks from exposure to dust.

The technologies under this alternative achieve adequate protection of human
health and the environment. Access and deed restrictions, and institutional
controls will ensure that no future action will interfere with the components
of the remedial alternative. Thus, assuring long-term protectiveness.

Attaimment of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The selected alternative is designed to meet Federal and State requirements
that are applicable or relevant and appropriate. The requirements for the
selected alternative, thermal treatment of "hot spot" soils, are presented in
Table 4.

COST EFFECTIVENESS

The selected remedy represents the best balance across the evaluation criteria.
It is U.S. EPA's policy to select a remedy which significantly reduces
toxicity, mobility, and volume of hazardous constituents and minimizes long-
term management.

The selected remedy for the Summit National site includes general site
preparation, incineration, excavation and loading of contaminated material, a
double liner system, a multi-layer cap, groundwater extraction and treatment
system, and monitoring at a present worth cost of $25,000,000. The variable
factors that significantly effect the relative cost differences between
alternatives are in-situ treatment, the installation of the double liner
system, and the volume of soils to be treated and handled.

Thermal treatment is a proven technology which can effectively destroy organic
contamination at a reasonable cost. The amount of soils defined as "hot spot"
soils equivalent to 32,000 c.y., is based on historical data, chemical
concentrations, and estimated health risks and residual risks. The delineation
of "hot spot" soils provides an increased level of protection reducing the
upperbound 1ifetime cancer risk associated with the site from 2x10-4 to 2x10-5-
This removal scenario represents the best balance between protectiveness,
technical feasibility, and cost-effectiveness.

The costs associated with the double liner system are directly related to the
volume of soils to be treated. The double liner system is a requirement and
provides an increased level of protection by containing inorganic residuals in
the treated soils. A detailed cost summary for the selected alternative is
presented in Table 3.



spst Estimate Susmary
Alternative 5
Incineration of Hotspot Soil

TABLE 3
;;;;_-- o o Capital fnnual i Present North 30 Years
Eost guHM : O4M/Repl aceaenent
‘ i 3t 10X
1. GENERAL SITE PREPARATION i
Decontamination Facility $14,000 $4,500 ) §24,000 1523,000 $20,000 ¢
Move Watson Residence $21,000 ]
Extend Site Boundary $20,000 i
Extend Site Fence $20,000 $1,000 | $20,000 $15,000 $9, 400
Reroute 5. Drainage Ditch : $75,000 :
Diversion Bera ' $30,000 $5,000 . $27,000 $25,000 $22,000 3
Demolition of Site Structures $54,000 :
Buildings for Incinerator . $120,000 !
Svil Storage Building i $44,000 3
1. INCINERATION . ;
Capital $1,300,000 i
Maintenance $50,000 ¢+ $270,000 $250, 000 $220,000 ¢
Operation $1,800,000 & $9,800,000 $9,100,000 47,800,000
111, EXCAVATION & LOADING OF ! '
CONTAMINATED MATERIAL ;
Brum Excavation/Classification $580, 000 H
Soil Excavation $180,000 ]
Spil Handling and Loading $200, 000 :
Backtill fsh and Compact $170,000 E
IV, DOUBLE LINER SYSTEM . ;
Clay Layer $170,000 i
Drainage Systen $67,000 '
HDPE Liner $130,000 $3,000 1 $59,000 $46,000 $28,000
Geotextile $45, 000 '
V. MULTI-LAYER CAP :
Clay Layer $670,000 '
HDPE Liner $310,000 $5,000 ! $98,000 $77,000 $47,000
Drainage Layer $220,000 :
Vegetative Soil Layer $580, 000 L $250,000 $180, 000 $85,000 33
Revegetation $20,000 $1,000 $55, 000 $40, 000 $24,000 4
V1. GROUNDNATER ?
Slurry Wall $690,000 i
Wells in Water Table Aquifer $1,200,000  $1B0,000 § $3,500,000 $2,800,000  $1,700,000
01l Skimamers $90,000 !
Wells in Upper Intersediate Unit $82, 000 $153,000 $290, 000 $230,000 $140,000
5 Year Fump Replacesent 3 $810,000 $640,000 $340,000
VI1. NATER TREATHENT ~ 5
Total System 50 6PN $250,000  $B7,000 ! $1,700,000 $1,300,000  $820,000
YII1. MONITORING ;
finsite Laboratory $400,000  $110,000 | $4600,000 $560, 000 $480,000 8
Runoff Honituring $16,000 1 $310,000 $250, 000 $150,000
Groundwater Monitoring $32,000 $54,000 1 $1,100,000 $830, 000 $540,000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $7,800,000 $19,000,000 $16,000,000 $12,000,000
Health and Safety (107} $780, 000
Bid Conti?ency {15%) $1,200,000
Scope fontingency (201} $4,600,000
CONSTRUCTION TO7AL $11,000,000
Pernitting L Legal (5%} $350, 000
Services During Construction {B1) $900,000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST $12,000,000
Engineering & Design {10Y) $1,100,000 383
TBTAL CAPITAL COSTS $13,000, 000 T
PRESENT WORTH $32,000,000 $29,000,000 $25,000,000

$ Present worth calculated over 6 yr. treatsent period.
ft Present worth calculated assuming replacement of 30Y topsoil, regrading, and revegetating every if yrs,
$48% Engineering and design costs do not include pre-engineered incineration unit,



TABLE 4

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate Requirements for the Selected
- Alternative at the Summit National Site

Source of

Requirement
Regulation

FEDERAL

RCRA Subtitle C,
40 CFR 260

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA)

RCRA Section 3004,
40 CFR 264 and 255

Standards for Owners and -
Operators of Hazardous Waste
Trestment, Storage, and
Disposal Facilities

RCRA Section 3003,
40 CFR 262 and 263,
40 CFR 170 to 179

Standards Applicable to
Transporters of Hazardous Waste

EPA Administered Permit Programs: RCRA Section 3005,
The Hazardous MWaste Permit Program 40 CFR 270, 126

50 FR 45933

EPA Interim Policy for Plamning
November 5, 1985

and Implementing CERCLA Offsite
Response Actions

Hazardous and Solid Waste PL 98-616, Federal Law
Amendments of 1984 (1984 71:3101
Amendments to RCRA)

Clean Air Act (CAA)

40 CFR 1 to 99

National Envirormental
Policy Act (NEPA)

NEPA Section 102(2)(c)

Intergovermmental Review of
Federal Program

Executive Order 12372
and 40 CFR 29 (Replaces
state and area-wide
coordinstion process
required by oMB Circular
A-95)

Applicability or Relevance
and Appropriateness

RCRA regulates the generation, transport, storage,
treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste. CERCLA
specifically requires (in Section 104(c)(3)(B)) that
hazardous substances from removal actions be disposed
of at facilities in compliance with Subtitle C of RCRA.

Regulates the construction, design, monitoring,
operation, and closure of hazardous waste facilities.
Subparts N and O specify technicsl requirements for
landfills and incinerators, respectively.

Establishes the responsibility of offsite transporters
of hazardous waste in the handling, transportation,
and management of the waste. Requires a manifest,
recordkeeping, and immediate action in the event of

a discharge of hazardous waste.

Covers the basic permitting, spplication, monitoring
and reporting requirements for offsite hazardous
waste management facilities,

Discusses the need to consider treatment, recycling,
and reuse before offsite land disposal is used.
Prohibits use of a RCRA facility for offsite
management of Superfund hazardous substances if it has
significant RCRA violations.

Specific wastes are prohibited from land disposal
under the 1984 RCRA Amendrnents. This includes a ban
on the placement of wastes containing free liquids.
Also, solvent-containing wastes are prohibited from
land disposal, effective November 19856. EPA is also
required to set treatment levels or methods, exempting
treated hazardous wastes from the land disposal ban.
To date, these treatment standards have not been
promulgated. The RCRA amendments will also restrict
the landfilling of most RCRA-listed wastes by 1991
unless treatment standards are specified.

Applies to major stationary sources, such as treat-
ment units, that have the potential to emit significant
amounts of pollutants such as NO_, , €0, lead,
mercury and particulates (more tﬁln 0 tons/year).
Regulations under CAA do not specifically

regulate emissions from hazardous waste incinerators,
but it is likely that Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) provisions would apply to an
onsite thermal treatment facility.

CERCLA actions are exempted from the NEPA requirements
to prepare an envirormental impact statement (EIS)
because U.S.EPA's decisionmaking processes in
selecting a remedial action alternative are the
functional equivalent of the NEPA analysis.

Requires state and local coordination and review
of proposed EPA assisted projects. The EPA
Administrator is required to cammunicate with
state and local officials to explain the project,
consult with other affected federal agencies, and
provide a comment period for state review.



TABLE 4
(con't)

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate Requirements for the Selected
Alternative at the Summit National Site

Reguirement

National Pollutant Discharge

Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

Toxic Pollutant Effluent
Standards

Conservation of Wildlife
Resources

Occupational Safety and Nealth
Act (OSHA)

Relocation Assistance and
Property Acquisition

Interim RCRA/CERCLA Guidance
on Non-Contiguous Sites and
Onsite Management of Waste and
Treated Residue

U.S.EPA Groundwater Protection

* Strategy

STATE AND LOCAL

** State Hazardous Waste Site

Permit

% Local Operating Permit or
License for Remedy

sk State Hazardous Waste Menifest
and State Permit or License for

Transport of Hazardous Waste

*

Source of
Regulation

Clean Water Act
Section 402, 40 CFR 122,
123, 125 Subchapter ¥

40 CFR 129

Fish and W{ldlife
Coordination Act

29 CFR 1910

Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1979,
40 CFR 4

U.S. EPA Policy
Statement
March 27, 1986

U.S.EPA Policy Statement
August 1984

Ohio Solid snd Hazardous
Waste Disposal Law and
Chio Hazardous UWaste
Management Regulations.
Ohio Revized Code:
3734-01 through 99 and
Ohio Administrative Code
3745-50 through 49.

2oning, building or fire
code, or local licensing
laws.

OChio hazardous waste
management, hazardous
materials transport, or
commercial driver
licensing regulations.
Chio Administrative .
Code 3745-52, 53

Applicability or Relevance

and Appropriateness

Regulates the discharge of water into public
surface waters,

Regulates the discharge of the following
pollutants: aldrin/dieldrin, 00T, endrin,
toxaohene, benzidine, and PCB's.

This act requires agency consultation prior
to modifying any body of water.

Regulates working conditions to assure safety
and health of workers.

Requires that property owners be canpensated
for property acquired by the federal government.

treatment or storage unit is to be constructed
::B:te remedial sction, there should be clear intent
to dismantle, remove, or close the unit after the
CERCLA action is completed. Should tt)et.-e be plans
to accept commercial waste at the faglllty after the
CERCLA waste has been processed, it is EPA policy
that a RCRA permit be obtained before the wit is
constructed.

Identifies gromduntei- quality to be achieved
during remedial actions based on the aquifer
characteristics and use.

1f 8 new hazardous waste facility must be crested

to handle the wastes for longer than 90 days,

state approval and/or generator 1.D. may be required
as s precondition.

Obtain local permit or license approving operation
of site facilities.

for

in general, the manifest systems require the generator

to obtain a permit to transport wastes on public
rights-of-way within the state, to use only
licensed transporters, and to designate only a
permitted TSD facility to take delivery of wastes.

These are not ARARS, however they will be applied as necessary.

*% Permits are not required but nonetheless the conditions will be met.



TABLE 4
(con't)

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate Requirements for the Selected
Alternative at the Summit National Site

Requirement

Local Approval of Grading
(Erosion Control) Permit
(Chio has requirements for
erosion control)

*%

*h Local Approval of Use Permit

Local Building Permits (includes
electrical, plunbing and HVAC)

*%k

%% Ohioc NPOES Permit

*% state Solid Waste Site Permit

Ohio Water GQuality Standards

Source of

Regulation

Applicability or Relevance

Local grading ordinances
or erosion control
ordinances. -

Local Building Code

Local Buitding Codes

Ohio Water Pollution
Control. Ohio

Administrative Code
3745-33, 40 CFR 123.

Ohio Solid Waste and
Licensing Requirements.
Chio Administrative Code
3745-27 and 37.

Ohio Administrative Code
37451

and Appropriateness

Requirements affecting land slope and cover,
surface water management, alteration of natural
contours, or cover by excavation or fill.

Demonstration through presentation of evidence or
onsite inspection that remedial action complies
with the requirements of local health and safety
laws and ordinances.

Obtain permits for construction.

Regulates all point source discharges to surface
waters of the state.

Regulations solid waste trestment, storage and disposal
activities.

Establishes minimum water quality criteria
requirements for all surface waters of the state.

** Permits are not required but nonetheless the conditions will be met.
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Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to
the Maximum Extent Practicable

A1l alternatives were carefully evaluated according to the evaluation
criteria. After balancing the outcomes of the various alternatives, the
selected remedy is the most appropriate solution for the Summit National site.
This selected remedy provides permanent protection of human health and the
environment from risks associated with soils, sediments, surface water and
groundwater. Protection is achieved by utilizing alternative treatment system
that destroys contaminants to non-hazardous levels. The long-term
effectiveness is achieved within a 5 year time frame without causing
potential risks. This remedy can be readily implemented at a reasonable cost
and represents the practicable extent to which permanent solutions and
treatment technologies can be utilized at the site.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The selected remedy addresses the principal threats posed by the site through
the use of treatment technologies, thus satisfying the statutory preference
for remedies that employ treatment as a principal element.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Several operation and maintenance (0&M) costs are associated with post closure
activities after completion of the remedial action. The 0&M costs were
estimated on an annual basis over 30 years. The 0&M for the selected
alternative will require ongoing maintenance and monitoring of the onsite
landfill and cap construction, groundwater extraction system, water treatment
system (up to 12 years), runoff and groundwater monitoring. The 0&M costs are
presented in Table 3.

STATE AGREEMENTS

A financial agreement with the State of Ohio would be needed in the event
negotiations with the potential responsible parties are unsuccessful. Section
104(c)(3) of CERCLA sets forth the State's financial responsibilities in
remedial actions provided under CERCLA. The State financial responsibilities
in the proposed remedial action would include payment or assurance of payment
of 10%2 of the costs of remedial action, and assurance of all future 0&M costs
after the initial 10 year period of the remedial action.

The capital costs of the remedial action will be covered under a State
Superfund Contract between the State and the U.S. EPA at the completion of
design of the Remedial Alternative. The annual operation and future 0&M costs
will be covered under a Cooperative Agreement between the State and the U.S.
EPA at the completion of design of the Remedial Alternative.

FUTURE_ACTIONS

The need for any future actions for the Summit National site will be explored
during pre-design. Pre-burn tests will be required to demonstrate the various
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type of thermal treatment processes that are applicable for the particular
waste at the Summit National site. Pumping tests will be done to refine the
exact location and numbers of extraction wells to enhance pumping of the
watertable and intermediate aquifers. These pre-design actions and additional
information will be used during the design, and cost estimates will be revised
to reflect a more accurate cost for the project.

SCHEDULE

The following is a preliminary schedule estimated for implementation of the
selected remedial alternative. This is a tentative schedule and is subject to
change pending negotiations with the responsible parties, and unforeseen
obstacles related to design and construction.

Approval of Remedial Action June, 1988
(Sign ROD)

Estimated Design Period 15 months
Complete Design August, 1989
Advertise for Competitive Bids September, 1989
Open Bids October, 1989
contract Award November, 1989
Notice to Proceed December, 1989
Estimated Construction Period 5 years

Construction Complete December, 1994
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
SOMMIT NATTONAL SITE
DEERFIELID, CHIO

The U.S. Enviromental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) held a public comment
period from February 12, 1988 through March 21, 1988, for interested
parties to comment on U.S. EPA's Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan
(dated February 12, 1988) for the Summit National Site. During the public
cament period, the U.S. EPA held a public meeting at the American Legion
Hall in Deerfield, Chio, on February 29, 1988. The purpose of the
public coment period is to provide an opportunity for citizens, state
and local officials, Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) and other
interested and affected parties, regarding the selected remedial
alternative for the Summit National Site. This Responsiveness Summary
summarizes the major issues raised by the public and addresses them as
part of the Record of Decision (ROD) process.

The Responsiveness Summary is divided into three major sections that
address general and specific comments received from the Public, State,
and PRPs.

I. Public Coments on the Remedial Alternatives - Commmity Concerms
Nine commmity groups submitted written comments to U.S. EPA during

the public comment period: Kent Envirormental Council, Deerfield
Township, Citizens Actively Protecting Sites, Mrs. P. King, Mrs. A.
Turnball, Mr. and Mrs. Huchok, Mr. T. Edward, Mr. R. Ringen, and
Mrs. Doris Carver.

The comments are organized and addressed according to the following
categories:

A, Start-Up of Remedial Action
Cament :

In general, the cammmnity is concernmed that one and one half
years is too late to start cleaning up the Summit National Site.
They request that U.S. EPA initiate the clean-up as soon as
possible and that the removal of drums be the top priority.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Once the remedial alternative is selected and finalized with the sig
ning of the ROD, U.S. EPA is required by the law to notify the
Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) ard reach an agreement within
120 days that will provide the PRPs the opportunity to undertake the
selected remedy. If negotiations with the PRPs fail, then U.S. EPA
will fund the clean-up while litigation continues. The average time
frame for a camplex site such as Summit National, is approximately 15
months. The Summit National Site is a very camplex project and any
remedial action must be designed and planned carefully to avoid any
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adverse impacts during its implementation. The selected alternative
does include the removal of drums. Currently, drum contents are not
migrating fram the site. In the event that drums are suspected of
leaking and threatening water supplies at any time prior to
implementation of the selected remedial action, U.S. EPA has the
authority to take action. U.S. EPA is currently considering a
monitoring program to detect such an event. This proposed monitoring

would be in operation until and during remedial action at the
Summit National Site.

. Emission Controls on the Incinerator

Comment:

An ernvirommental group questioned if the proposed incinerator had any
emissions control.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The on-site incinerator will be designed so that all applicable
requirements, State and Federal regulations listed on Table 6-1 of the
Feasibility study (FS) will be met (i.e., Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), Clean Air Act). The emission control system for
an incinerator typically consists of a gas scrubber system and a
particulates scrubber system as shown on the attached schematic
(Figure 1). Exhaust gases from the kiln enter a secondary chamber
afterburner operating at temperatures between 1400°F and 2400°F to
camplete oxidation of the cambustible waste. Prior to release to the
atmosphere, exhaust gases from the afterburner pass through air
pollution control units for particulate and acid gas removal. All of
the existing mobile rotary kiln systems use a scrubber as part of
their air pollution control system. General operating standards

for incinerators treating hazardous waste are cutlined by federal
regulations contained in 40 CFR 265, Subpart O of RCRA.FIGURE 1

Groundwater and Surface Water Treatment Process
Conment :

Iocal envirommental groups questioned whether the treatment process
and if such process complies with water quality standards and the Safe
Drinking Water Act.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The surface water and groundwater treatment system will be designed to
remove both organic and inorganic contamination. This system will
include physical ard chemical treatment technologies. The used
activated carbon units resulting from the treatment process will be
disposed as a hazardous waste according to federal hazardous disposal
standards. The treatment process itself is not regulated by the Safe
Drinking Water Act since its effluent is not a drinking water source.
The discharge of the treated water will meet the water standards or
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limits set forth under the National Pollution Discharge and
Elimination System. The treatment system could cease to operate once
the upper intermediate aquifer is restored in approximately 5 to 10
years based on data cbtained during the Remedial Investigation (RI).
Standards under the Clean Water Act would have to be met at this time.

Concerns About Drinking Water Supplies
Comment:

Many citizens are unhappy about the existence of dumps in the

area and how it is affecting their residential wells. One resident
requested a Federal and State grant to install an alternate water
supply to residents in Deerfield, Ohio.

U.S. EPA's :

The U.S. EPA gives high priority to cleaning up facilities where the
release of hazardous substances has contaminated drinking water
supplies. The Sumit National Site has released contaminants into the
groundwater, but has not affected the surrourding residential water
supplies. If these residential wells become affected by the site,
then U.S. EPA has the authority to evaluate response actions that may
include a provision for an alternate water supply. The proposed

ter monitoring program would detect contaminant mlgratlon to
local residential wells. The Ohio Department of Health (ODH) is
currently developing a protocol to address individual requests for
private well sampling. Citizens interested in finding out more
information about ODH's efforts, should contact that agency.

. Who are the Responsible Partiesg?

Comment :
The cammmnity requested a list of the responsible parties.

U.S. EPA's Response:

A list of the potentially responsible parties identified and notified
by the U.S. EPAisinoorporatedintheAdndnistrativeRecord This
administrative record is available both in the repository located

in the U.S. Deerfield Post Office and the regional offices in Chicago,
Illinois.

Concerns About Wildlife
Comment::

A resident asked if wildlife is affected by the Summit National
Site.
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U.S. EPA's Response:

During the course of the Remedial Investigation, there was no wildlife
ocbserved at the Summit National Site. The site area is fenced and
therefore limits access to animals. In addition, no aquatic life was
cbserved in the on-site ponds or nearby ditches.

. Past Mining Activities

Comment
One resident asked how far the 0ld Strip Mine extended.

U.S.EPA's Response:

The area of Portage County surrounding the Surmit National site, has
been strip mined extensively in the past. The strip mine pits in the
immediate area of the site are located on the southern half of the
site as well as two identified areas south of the site where the
closed landfill is now located. The approximate locations of the
former strip mine pits covered by the landfill are shown on Figure 4-
34 of the RI report.

. Surface Water Concerns

Comment:

A citizen suggested a different route to trap surface water from going
to the Berlin Reservoir.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The proposed discharge point for treated water is approximately 3,000
feet southeast of the site. Though this discharge is in the watershed
where the Berlin Reservoir lies, the amount and quality of the
discharge water will not impact the Berlin Reservoir.

Inorganic Contamination
Comment :

One resident asked what inorganic campounds were detected at the
Summit National Site.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The inorganic contaminants detected in each media are presented in the
Remedial Investigation Report Volumes I and II. A summary of the
major inorganic contaminants in each media is presented in Attachment
3 of this document.
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II.0hio Envirommental Protection Agency Comments

U.S. EPA received comments from the Ohio Envirommental Protection
Agency on March 15, 1988. U.S. EPA has taken the State's comments and
organized them into four main subject categories to facilitate
response and account for any repetition of caments. The categories
are as follows: A. Public Health Evaluation B. Soils and Sediments

Remedial Action and D. Selected Alternative.

. Public Health Evaluation

Indicator Chemical Selection:

The camenter suggests that the methodology used to select indicator
chemicals deviates fram the Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The methodology used to select indicator chemicals generally

follows the guidance in the Superfund Public Health Evaluation
Mamial (EPA 1986) and the Endangerment Assessment Handbook (PRC,
1985). The Superfund Public Health Evaluation mamual provides
guidance in developing a Public Health Evaluation at Superfund

sites. Citing the manual's preface, it is designed to be

flexible allowing the use of professional judgement. The manual
provides a range of procedures that may be applicable at any
particular site. The procedure employed, which selected

chemicals of concern for each medium being evaluated rather than one
master list, allowed for evaluation of the greatest potential risk
associated with any particular exposure pathway involving that medium.
This approach is most useful at sites such as Sumit National where a
very large number of chemicals have been detected in different media
at different concentrations and occurrence frequency. The various
technologies that make up a remedial alternative will be screened and
selected to remediate contamination on a media-specific basis. A
milti-media list of indicator chemicals would indicate that chemical
campounds detected in all media occurred in similar concentrations,
frequency, and representativeness. This is not the case at the
Summit National Site. For instance, PCBs were detected in soils and
chosen as an indicator. Since PCBs were not detected in
grourdwater, using this parameter as an indicator chemical in
groundwater would be of no use.

Qualitative Risks:

The camenter suggests qualitative statements of risk should be made
for those scenarios that can not be evaluated guantitatively.



U.S. EPA's Response:

Quantitative risks for groundwater are presented in the RI/FS based on
future use assuming no action and the concentrations remain as they
are now. The selected alternative provides a groundwater treatment
technology that eliminates these risks. Therefore, no additional
qualitative risk calculations for groundwater would be necessary.
Chemicals of concern in groundwater may present a risk to residents in
the future if they migrate to residential wells. As a worst case, it
could be assumed that the concentrations of indicator chemicals being
measured in monitoring wells are future concentrations in residential
wells. However, because the private wells are mostly open boreholes
in bedrock, chemicals from the water-table and intermediate unit could
potentially mix with water from the deeper aquifers at these
locations.

Potential risks associated with fugitive dust would occur only

during any disturbance of soils and subsurface waste. Dust is most
likely to be stirred up during activities that disturb the site such
as construction. Because construction is not a long term activity,
potential exposure to fugitive dust would occur only over a short time
period. This occurrence will be monitored closely and the necessary
precautions will be taken during the implementation of the Remedial
Action.

Qualitative risk assessments for surface water in the second
mpamdnentanitheaerlinnesexvmrwerecmmderedmtmtperfomed
since no direct surface hydraulic connection was able to be made
between the site and these two surface water bodies. As stated in the
RI, contaminants from the site that may discharge into the Berlin
Reservoir via groundwater are further diluted by surface water in the
reservoir prior to a water supply intake, to concentrations that are
well below achievable detection 1limits. Therefore, the Summit
National site would have no impact on public health from use of water
cbtained fram the current water supply intake from the Berlin
Reservoir. It was concluded that contamination in the second
impoundment is potentially more affected by the landfill operation and
the adjacent spoil piles than by the site.

. Soil and Sediments
Definition of "Hot Spot"Soils:

The camenter suggests that the areas subject to soil treatment have
not been defined adequately .

U.S. EPA's :

The "hot spot" scenario was based on achieving an acceptable level of
protection by reducing the residual risk associated with the site of 2
X 1074 to 3 X 105, The selection of soil block units represented a
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balance between protectiveness, cost effectiveness, and
implementability. The rationale for selection was set at cells
exceading the upperbound cancer risks of 1 X 10~>. The initial 27,000
c.y. represented an economic cost removal scenario with a residual
risk of 3 X 10™2. After reviewing the soil blocks units, further
consideration has been given to those isolated soil block units that
exceed 1 X 1075, As a result, a new "hot spot" scenario has been
developed reducing the residual risk to 2 X 1072, The total volume of
"hot spot" soils is 32,000 c.y. which includes approximately 3,000
c.y. of off site soils along the eastern and southern perimeter. This
soil removal scenario is depicted in Figure 2. The additional costs
associated with incinerating, amd handling the soils is $1,000,000.

Soil Ieachability:

The comnenter suggests that a more protective alternative be developed
based on potential leaching of soils units.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Alternative 7 Incineration of All Unconsolidated Material as presented
in the FS, is a more camplex alternative but not necessarily a more
protective alternative. This alternative would eliminate all leaching
of soil and could be considered as a clean closure option. However,
this level of action does not necessarily provide additional
envirommental benefits or protectiveness.

The selected remedial alternative includes a controlled system
consisting of a multi-layer cap, slurry wall, and groundwater pumping
to achieve gradient control. These components will minimize water
passing through the residual contaminated soil blocks, therefore
eliminating leaching. The commenters specific statements

leaching of antimony to groundwater were not accurate. The RI states
that antimony is mobile once in groundwater because of its solubility.
It also states that sorption to clays and metal axides is the most
important mechanism for removing antimony from natural waste. This
characteristic would seem not to favor leaching.

Soil Clean-up levels:

The camenter questions how the evaluation of soil blocks are related
to clean-up target levels for soils and sediments.

U.S. EPA's Response:

As explained in Appendix A of the RI (page A-l), the cancer risks
associated with soil blocks were estimated by camparing the
concentrations of the indicator chemicals present in a soil block to
those representing a range of lifetime upperbound cancer risks, as
indicated in Table 3-2 of the FS. A cancer risk was then extrapolated
for the concentration present in the soil block. The cancer risks for
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each individual indicator chemical were then surmed arithmetically to
develop a total upperbound lifetime cancer risk for the soil block
being analyzed. An example calculation for cell block 4-5 at 0-2 ft.
follows:

Extrapolated Risk From

Indicator Chemical Concentration Table 3-2
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 81,000 1.1 x 1077

1, 2-Dichloroethane 4,300 8.0 x 10~/
Hexachlorobenzene 0 0]

PCB 590,000 5.4 x 10~3
PAH 0 0
Trichloroethene 86,000 1.9 x 1076

Total Risk = 5.4 x 105

The clearup levels presented in Table 3-2 are based on a 10~® cancer
risk for each chemical presented. Therefore, this table provides
general guidance in selecting cleamup goals. Because all of the
carcinogenic chemicals included in this table were not found in all
samples fram all locations, or detected at concentrations that exceed
a 1076 risk level, it is inappropriate to simply divide the
concentrations listed by the total number of carcinogenic chemicals
listed to dg.temlne clean-up concentrations that correspond to a total
risk of 107°,

Remedial Action
Slurry Wall:

The commenter questions how soils during the construction of the
slurry wall will be handled.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The slurry wall will be constructed outside of the limits of
contaminated soils and groundwater plume. Therefore, no contaminated
soils will be handled during its construction.

Stockpiling:

The camenter sites a RCRA waste pile requirement due to stockpiling
of wastes.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The stockpile is a short term staging area, (i.e. less than 90 days),
where the contaminated soils will be stored prior

to them being incinerated. Therefore, under RCRA this would not be
considered a RCRA waste storage area since waste storage does not
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exceed ninety days. However, a temporary synthetic membrane should be
placed underneath the staging area to contain drainage from
contaminated materials. This would comply with RCRA waste pile
requirements.

RCRA Tandfill:

The camenter sites a RCRA landfill requirements or 5 ft. separation
between the water table and bottam of the landfill.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The capping of contaminated materials and pumping of the water table
to stabilize the dowrward vertical gradient will provide enough
separation between the RCRA landfill and the water table to meet the 5

ft. requirement for citing a landfill.

Reliability

The camenter suggests that reliability for the liner was incorrectly
evaluated as an extremely positive benefit (++).

U.S. EPA's H

The criteria of reliability assessed on Figure 6~1 of the FS report,
applies to the overall alternative. The notation of "++" on Figure
6-1 for Alternatives 5 through 9 is based on the addition of reliable
treahjt-\errt technologies to each alternative. Considering the RCRA
landfill

alone, the notation for reliability would be "+" as shown for
Alternative 4.

Sediments
The commenter questions how sediments will be handled.

U.S. EPA's Response:

In Alternatives 8 and 9, as well as Alternatives 5 through 7,
contaminated sediments will be excavated and treated on-site.
Approximately 1500 c.y. of off-site sediment will be treated along
with the on-site soils.

The RI/FS has addressed sediment contamination associated with the
Summit National Site. Significant movement of surface water off-site
had occurred prior to the RI sampling and also was occurring during
the RI field activities. The samples collected during the RI were
indicative of any off-site transport of contaminants via surface
water. In addition, the emergency action performed shortly after the
RI sampling (March 1987), corrected the uncontrolled overflow problem
fram the eastern pond ard regraded portions of the site to prevent



-]12-

runon/runoff. Overflow fram the east pond is now controlled through
discharge pipes that direct the discharge to the first impoundment.

Double Synthetic Liner:

The cammenter believes that the construction of extraction wells and a
liner will not provide for a sound integratable structure.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The installation of a double synthetic liner and leachate extraction system
around the pre-installed groundwater extraction wells does not impact the
integrity of the liner. Gundle Lining Construction Corporation and
Schlegel, two of the largest liner contractors, have provided construction
details that illustrate adequate seals at a point where extraction wells and
liners meet. (See attached Figures 3, 4,and 5.) This type of liner has
been constructed and proven to be a reliable technology in various
canstruction applications.

Groundwater Extraction:

The commenter suggests that an indepth analysis of the effects of
groundwater extraction be performed.

U.S. EPA's Response:

A further investigation of the groundwater flow system will be
required to finalize the design of the groundwater extraction system.
This data will be cbtained during the remedial design phase. The 220
wells proposed across the whole site are based on the current
hydrogeological information. Due to the poor yield of groundwater and
lack of pump test results, additional hydrogeological data needs to be
adbtained in the pre-design or design phase. The mumber, location, and
spacing of wells is not to be interpreted as the final estimate, but
rather a preliminary estimate. The design will focus on a minimum
number of wells through the liner that will effectively extract the
contaminated groundwater plume and provide for a sound integratable
structure.

Well Closures:
The cammenter recommends closing the tipple and Watson's wells.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The FS narratives indicate that the tipple well and the Watson's wells
should be closed during the Remedial Action. This will be included in
the Remedial Design.
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Residential Monitoring Program:

The cammenter recamends that U.S. EPA conduct a residential well
sampling program for local groundwater supplies.

U.S. EPA's Response:

A groundwater monitoring program is included as part of the technologies
that address the groundwater operable unit. These monitoring wells include
existing and proposed new wells that are located around the perimeter of the
site. These wells would detect any groundwater contaminant migration from
the site toward residential wells. A residential well sampling effort could
be initiated at that time if contamination was detected in the monitoring
wells.

Strip Pits and Mine Shafts

The camenter raises the concern of strip pits and mine shafts in the
area.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Data collected during Phase I and II field investigations did not detect
the presence of any 70 feet deep strip pits or old mine shafts at the
site. This information was provided by a local resident recently during
the public meeting on February 29, 1988. Due to the potential impact
these features could have on implementation of the remedial alternative,
the identification of such geological structures should be considered
during the Remedial Design data collection phase.

Selected Alternative
Retained Alternatives:

The cammenter is not satisfied with how Alternatives 5 and 8 are
compared.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Section 7.3 of the FS presents a further comparison of Alternatives 5
and 8. These alternatives were retained after camparison of all
alternatives presented in Section 7.1. The detailed analysis of all
alternatives is provided in Chapter 6 of the FS report. Alternatives 5
and 8 were similar in cost and comparable in terms of protectiveness,
attaimment of applicable, relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs),
reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume, (TMV), and technical
feasibility. Reliability and availability were more variable factors in
distinguishing between the two alternatives.
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Elimination of In Situ Vitrification (ISV) (Alternmatives 8 and 9)

The camenter states that ISV was eliminated based on unavailability and
reliability.

U.S. EPA's Response:
Availability was not the sole factor for eliminating Alternatives 8 or 9

from cansideration, which included ISV as the primary treatment
technology for soils. There was no sole factor for their non-
selection. Elimination was based on an evaluation of all criteria to
eliminate or select a preferred alternative. The selection of a
preferred alternative is based on overall suitability and on proven
effectiveness, implementability and cost factors.

An evaluation of reliability between Alternatives 5 and 8 can be
performed. ISV has no performance record that shows it is a reliable
technology at hazardous waste sites. On the other hand, incineration
has a performance record at waste sites which in itself indicates more
reliability than ISV as a treatment technology.

TIT.PRP Caments
legal Comments

Following are the responses to the legal comments made by the PRPs in
their March 21, 1988 submission:The PRP cammenters have made a
number of comments directed to the legal aspects of the RI/FS public
cament process. These camments fall into two general categories:

(1) challenges to the "fairness" of the timing of the Summit National
public cament period and availability of the administrative record,
and (2) challenges to the entire RI/FS process under SARA, as
administered by U.S. EPA. Region V believes that both the particular
process abserved in the Summit National situation and the procedures
it follows in allowing public participation under SARA are fully
consistent with and protective of the rights of the commenting

potentially responsible parties.

A. Conments on Public Participation and the Administrative Record
Comment :

The PRPs claim that the public comment period was too short, and that
they were not provided with timely access to the administrative
record.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The originally identified PRPs were afforded an opportunity to perform
the RI and FS, at a series of meetings held in June and July, 1982.
They declined to do so, and U.S. EPA proceeded to undertake the RI
studies. U.S. EPA's consistent policy with respect to its RI work has
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been to share only the final document with the public, along with
documentation in the administrative record that shows the information
considered or relied on by U.S. EPA. The final RI was not, in fact,
available until the date on which it was made public, since the
process of finalizing an RI involves concurrence of the state. The
state is required to provide ten percent (or more, in certain cases)
of remedial funding if U.S. EPA is to perform the remedy. Ohio had
not concurred until the date of release, and the document was
therefore not a final RI. The conclusion ofthe RI/FS process was
delayed by periods in which funds to continue the work were not
available due to lack of appropriations. U.S. EPA is not aware who
"led" PRPs to believe the RI was concluded and final in mid-1987
(comments at 12). U.S. EPA did not lead the PRPs to this conclusion.
In any event, the PRPs received their statutorily mandated opportunity
to review and camment on the RI ard FS, including access to the
administrative record, with minor exceptions of a very few documents
whose contents were reflected in the RI itself.

On page 9, in footnote 1, the PRP commenters raise claims that "30 new
PRPs" were identified by U.S. EPA. U.S. EPA believes all identified
PRPs and the rest of the public have received notice of U.S. EPA's
view of their status and the availability of the RI, FS, and
administrative record. U.S. EPA's cbligation is to provide notice of
the documents' availability and an opportunity to review the
documents. As a courtesy, U.S. EPA provided a mumber of copies of the
RI and FS directly to counsel for certain PRPs, with the understanding
that said counsel would distribute them further. U.S. EPA believes it
has met its obligation under SARA and the NCP.

The public comment period was not, as asserted in the comments, only
23 days. The RI ard FS were originallymade available on February 12,
not February 17, 1988 as the PRPs assert. U.S. EPA also extended the
cament period from March 11 to March 21, 1988. U.S. EPA believes the
guidelines set forth in the present NCP [40 CFR 300.67(d)] provide
adequate comment time in light of the competing interests resolved by
the cleanup process outlined in Section 104 of SARA and in the NCP.
The PRPs' bare reference to documents that were not included in the
Record in no way identifies how these documents were or are samehow
essential to U.S. EPA's determination of a remedy or to the PRPs'
review of that determination. It is worth noting that while the U.S.
EPA did not deliver the entire administrative record to the public
repository required to be established under SARA until February 29,
1988, no PRP, despite publication of the record's intended location
there and its clear availability in Chicago (where it was available
beginning on February 12, 1988), made any effort to see or refer to
the record prior to February 29. U.S. EPA therefore questions whether
the record's date of delivery had any effect upon the rights of the
PRPs. U.S. EPA exercised its discretion not to allow the PRPs to
comment on the FS during development, which discretion is clearly
provided in 40 CFR 300.67(a). In sum, U.S. EPA believes the
opportunities afforded the PRPs, to do the RT and FS, andto coment on
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the U.S. EPA's RI and FS once they declined to undertake them, are
fully consistent with both SARA and the NCP.

. Comments directed to the Administrative Process followed by the U.S.
EPA under SARA.
Comment :

The PRP camenters have challenged the entire process followed by the
U.S. EPA in conducting the RI/FS, and demand trial-type proceedings in
remedy selection, including cross examination of U.S. EPA employees
and contractors.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The PRPs in their comments seek to challenge the entire U.S. EPA
statutory and regulatory process of determining remedial actions at
Superfurd sites. Congress has established the general framework for
that process, which is fleshed out by the regulations incorporated
into the NCP. The NCP was duly pramulgated as a regulation and the
time for challenge has long since passed. The PRPs cite a mmber of
cases in support of their view that the process is constitutionally
flawed. U.S. EPA respectfully but completely disagrees with the PRP
view on the constitutional adequacy of SARA's remedial selection
process.Analysis of a claim of deprivation due process requires deter-
mining what process, in the context of the particular claim of d-
eprivation, is due. The RI/FS process is intended by Congress to
determine the remedies to be employed to deal with releases or threats
of releases of hazardous substances from facilities like Summit
National. It is not an adjudication of rights or liabilities of any
person, nor does it result in the denial or deprivation of those
rights. The processes of determining any liability for payment of
cleanup costs incurred by U.S. EPA, or performance of injunctively
defined remedial work, are set out in Sections 107 and 106 of SARA, 42
U.S.C. §9607 ard §9606. Remedial decisions are more akin to notice
and comment rulemaking. This form of administrative process is simply
not subject, in most cases, to trial-type proceedings of the sort
demanded by the comenting PRPs.

The PRPs cite U.S. v. Hardage, 663 F.Supp. 1280 (W.D. Okla. 1987) as
requiring PRP involvement, trial type proceedings and the
establishment of a "neutral decision-maker," to provide minimal due
process. U.S. EPA disagrees with the PRP reading of Hardage, which
was a pre-SARA action under Section 106 of CERCIA seeking an
injunction requiring PRPs to perform a cleanup. Hardage holds only
that when EPA seeks injunctive relief, it subjects itself to the
equitable powers of the court, which allows the court, despite the
SARA scope-of-review provisions in §113(j), to make a de novo
determination of the applicable remedy.

No §106 relief has been sought here, nor has U.S. EPA sought access to
the courts in conmnection with this facility. OCourts generally have



-20-

recognized, and Corgress has determined, that no pre-enforcement
review of U.S. EPA remedial decisions is available. The PRPs have
been given notice of U.S. EPA's process and an opportunity to comment.

That is all the process due for this stage of the proceedings. The
PRPs are given an opportunity to challenge U.S. EPA's decision at the
stage where U.S. EPA undertakes enforcement action. The PRP camments
will be evaluated ard resporded to in the course of developing the
Record of Decision for this facility.

U.S. EPA believes it appropriate to direct the
PRP's attention to U.S. v. Rolm & Haas Co., Inc.,
669 F.Sup. 672 (D.N.J. 1987). The Court
distinguished and disagreed with Hardage, and
made the following cbservations:

While we agree that defendants must be afforded
same kind of a hearing prior to the assessment of
costs against them, we do not believe that they
are constitutionally entitled to the full, trial-
type hearing that they seek. The flaw in
defendants' argument is that it assumes that due
process requires a complete adjudicatory hearing,
with cross-examination, on the issue of the
propriety of the response action. SARA itself
contenmplates a limited paper hearing before the
Agency, prescribing that "[t]he development of an
administrative record and the selection of
response action under this Act shall not include
an adjudicatory hearing." §113(Kk)(2) (C) of SARA,
42 U.S.C.§9613(Kk) (2) (C). Moreover, in lone Pine
Steering Comittee v. EPA, 777 F.2d 882 (3d Cir.
1982), cert. denied, ... the Third Circuit
suggested that due process would be satisfiedwith
a limited agency hearing. The Third Circuit
rejected the plaintiffs' argument that due
process required pre-enforcement review, holding
instead that the §107 reimbursement hearing
adequately protected the plaintiffs' rights.....

In determining the process that is
constitutionally due in a particular case, a
court must balance three factors: (1)the private
interest at stake; (2) the risk of erronecus
deprivation of that interest through the
procedures used and the probable value, if any,
of additional safeguards; and (3) the

govermment's interest, including the burdens that
additional procedural requirements would entail.

Matthews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 335 (1976).
Applying these principles to the present case, we
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conclude that the informal hearing envisioned in
SARA and implicitly endorsed in the lone Pine
case is sufficient to satisfy the requirements of
due process.

First, we recognize the important financial
interest that potentially responsible parties
have in the selection of a response action,
particularly where the liability could amount to
millions of dollars. However, there is an
overwvhelming countervailing public interest, as
evinced in CERCIA, in effecting the expeditiocus
clean-up of potentially health and life
threatening hazardous waste sites. The
imposition of long, drawn-out, and costly trial-
type procedures, either at the agency level or in
a de novo proceeding in district court, could
greatly hinder this effort. Moreover, we are
unconvinced that formal trial-type hearingswould
advance the deferdants' interests inaccuracy or
equity.

With respect to this final issue, it is important
to emphasize the nature of the agency decision-
making at issue here. The agency's determination
of an appropriate response action involves
inspections and testing aimed at discovering the
types of waste present at a site and the extent
of the hazard, and technicalinvestigations to
develop an appropriate solution to the problem.
Congress vested a certain amount of discretion in
the U.S. EPA in its choice of a response action,
requiring only that the costs for which it seeks
reimbursement be not inconsistent with the NCP.
The ultimate selection of a response action
depends upon a balancing, by the agency, of a
number of factors, including cost, technology,
reliability, and public health, welfare and
envirormental effects. See 40 C.F.R. §300.68.
Thus, the U.S. EPA's decision-making process at
issue here need not imvolve a reconstruction of
past events through eyewitness testimony and
credibility judgments, as would be necessary
where, for example, a liability determination was
being made. Rather, the process involves the
evaluation of numerous expert reports and
technical data. As a result, the focus for
purposes of due process analysis should be on
whether interested parties have an opportunity to
participate in the development of such
informationand technical data before the agency.
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Under these circumstances, where the parties are
allowed to comment on the agency's proposals and
to sumit reports of their own experts, the
quality of the initial decision-making process
would not be greatly enhanced by the presentation
of live testimony or the use of cross-
examination.

Moreover, we believe that an administrative
record built on such an exchange of opinions and
caments by experts arnd informed citizens and
containing an explanation by the agency of its
reasons for accepting or rejecting the various
proposals, provides an adequate basisfor
subsequent judicial review. Under
suchcircaumstances, the administrative record has
not "been created almost entirely by the U.S.
EPA....[with] virtually no evidence that might
exculpate" the defendants. Rather, it reflects
the contemporanecus analyses and criticisms of
all interested parties, and therefore provides a
camprehensiveframework from which the court can
scrutinize the agency's action.

For all of these reasons, we conclude that
SARA's informal agency hearing procedures, and
deferential standard of judicial review satisfy
the requirements of due process. U.S. v. Rohm &
Haas Co., Inc., id. at 679-81.

This extensive quotation, which includes the language extracted from
its context in the PRP's cite at p. 20 of their comments, clearly
supports the process U.S. EPA has and will follow here. The PRPs are
not entitled to, and will not be given, a trial-type proceeding at this
stage in the process. They are provided by SARA with an opportunity to
review the RI and FS, and the balance of U.S. EPA's record, and to make
caments on the remedy identified by U.S. EPA. They have now availed
themselves of that opportunity. Their comments will be considered and
responded to by U.S. EPA, and incorporated into the administrative
record. Their comments may affect the remedial selection process which
culminates in U.S. EPA's Record of Decision. Should the U.S. EPA not be
able to negotiate a PRP performed cleanup, post-ROD, the PRPs will be at
liberty to raise issues by way of defense and request a review of U.S.
EPA's remedial decision in any action brought under Section 106 and 107
of SARA.

Technical Comments:

The following section provides responses to technical issues raised by
the PRPs and presented to the U.S. EPA in the Sumit National PRP
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Group Report dated March 11, 1988. Their detailed analysis of the
technical issues are presented primarily in Attachment E which is the
Conestoga-Rovers Associates (CRA) Report. U.S. EPA's response will be
focused on specific technical coments presented in Attachment E in an
attempt to avoid for repetition of caments. A comparison of camments
presented in the main report was made to insure all issues where
addressed in the CRA report.

Attachment E - Conestoga-Rover Associates (CRA) Report Comments and
Responses March 1988

The responses to the CRA report are grouped into several categories.
The Executive Summary is broken into camments concerning the RI and FS
reports and then presents the PRP group's proposed alternative. Each
of these sections will be addressed separately. Following responses
to the Executive Summary, a comment by comment discussion of issues
not already discussed will be performed.

Executive Summary

Remedial Investigation:
Comment (i):

The PRPs claim that U.S. EPA did not provide supporting documents and
data necessary for a complete and comprehensive review of the RI/FS.

U.S. EPA's Response (i):

Al]l data collected during both phases of the RI is presented in the
final RT Report, both in Volumes I and II. This data is again
summarized in the FS. All supporting documentation is available in
the Administrative Record located at the Deerfield, Chio Post Office
and U.S. EPA's regional office in Chicago. There is no existing data
missing that was used in the preparation of the RI or FS reports.

Coment (ii):

The PRPs claim that U.S. EPA did not perform its QA/QC data validation
procedures properly.

U.S. EPA's Response (ii):

All analytical data collected during the RI was reviewed in accordance
with U.S. EPA quality assurance protocols in place at that time.

These guidelines are presented in Appendix B of the RI Report Volume
II. The valid data is presented in summary tables in Appendix A of
the RI Report Volume II. The QA/QC assessment procedures are
discussed in Section 4.1 of the RI Report Volume I. A summary of the
analytical problems are presented in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. Based on
these problems, the data was either omitted from Summary Tables or
proper qualifiers were added. Therefore, following the above
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guidelines, U.S. EPA has properly identified those contaminants that
are not attributable to the Summit National Site.

Comment (iii):

According to the PRPs, improper well locations and depths resulted in
misleading hydraulic conductivity data.

U.S. EPA's Regponse (iii):

The selection and depth of well locations during Phase I of the RI was
based on available data at that time. The Phase II monitoring well
installation program and groundwater investigation activity were based
on data collected from Phase I. This provided more accurate
information on the hydrogeological characteristics of the site. A
pup test was considered. However, the yield of the wells did not
indicate that any reliable data could be obtained due to the low
pumping rate of less than 1 gal/min. that could be sustained. Many of
the monitoring wells were hand bailed dry while purging prior to
sample collection.

Comment (iv):

The PRPs claim that characterization of the intermediate aquifer was
performed incorrectly.

U.S. EPA's Response (iv):

Due to the complex geology at the site, the initial separation of
geologically similar units based on lithology led to the
identification of three primary units for the purpose of the RI
analysis. The intermediate unit was later separated into the upper
ard lower units and a discussion of each was performed.

Comment (v):

The PRPs claim that the data for on-site and off-site soils was biased
and contamination levels were over-estimated.

U.S. EPA's nse (v):

Soil samples with the highest concentrations for volatile organic
analyzers (VOAs), and base neutral acids (BNAs) screening indicator
campounds were selected because the purpose of the RI investigation is
to define the nature and extent ofcontamination. Some uncontaminated
samples were sent to the Contract lab Program (CLP) for analysis to
confirm the accuracy of the screening program. The cbjective of
selecting samples for analysis is to choose those that pose a concern
and warrant remediation. Uncontaminated samples are not a concern.

If the sampling was conducted in the manner proposed by the
commenters, the conclusions developed would ignore the existing
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contamination problem. In addition, the RI sampling program used
covers the overall site and provides data to assess average risks as
well as area specific risks (See Apperndix A of the FS Report).

Comment (vi):

According to the PRPs, the RI has failed to address the presence and
source of background soil contamination.

U.S. EPA's vi):

The northern edge of the cement plant was impacted by the Summit
National Site during active site operations. This is based on the
fact that this portion received direct drainage from the site prior to
rerouting the southern ditch and is supported by the analytical data
gathered during the RI. The RI addressed the presence of contaminants
in background soils. An evaluation of background soil data was
performed to determine ifcertain campounds were site-related,
naturally occurring, or from other sources. This assessment of
background soils is presented in Section 4.4.3.1 of the RI Report.

The presence of contaminants due to other sources is considered, but
the positive identification of other sources is not part of the Summit
National Site investigation. Other potential sources mentioned in the
RI do not indicate that contamination associated with the Sumit
National Site originated from other sources.

Comment (vii):

The PRPs state that the presentation of on-site soil data is
misleading.

U.S. EPA's vii):

The presentation of on-site soil data may have confused the
cammenters, but it is not misleading. Soil data was presented in
Chapter 4 of the RI Report, with the purpose of defining the nature
and extent of contamination in soils. Presentation of this data in
the form of mass of contaminants was considered but not used. The
presentation of data used in Chapter 4 is not for assessment of risk.
Neither is mass of contamination necessarily indicative of health
risks. Remediation is based on risk reduction which is based on
health risks identified in the Public Health Evaluation (PHE).

Comment (viii):

According to the PRPs, the RI does not address the potential impactto
surface water in the southern ditch from off-site contaminants in the
cement plant yard.
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U.S. EPA's Response (viii):

Surface water flow in these ditches occurs only in response to
precipitation or discharge from the east pond. ILaboratory results
indicate the presence of contamination in surface water. The northern
edge of the cement plant property that contributed runoff to the
southern ditch was affected by previous site activities as discussed
previously. Therefore, the source of the contaminants in the southern
ditch can be connected to the site directly or indirectly due to the
site's effect on the cement plant soils.

Comment (ix):

The PRPs claim that backgrourd sediment samples were not collected
during the RI.

U.S. EPA's Response (ix):

The furthest upstream sediments sampling location does not have the
highest level of contaminants as the commenter states (See RI Tables
4-45 through 4-47). Background sediment samples were obtained from an
upstream location not affected by site activity. In addition, the
sediment samples were also campared to background soil samples, since
these soils may have acted as a source for background sediment
characteristics. Both comparisonsindicate site related contamination
levels above background soils and sediments for both on-site and
downstream sediments.

Comment (x):

The PRPs state that the investigation used to identify the location
and quantity of subsurface waste was inadequate.

U.S. EPA's Response (X):

All magnetic ancmalies identified during the magnetometer survey were
investigated through test pit excavations. These test pit excavations
exposed the buried drums and allowed for visual estimates of mumbers
ard orientation of buried drums. In addition to subsurface
exploration through test pits, the 32 soil borings across the site did
not encounter any buried drums ocutside the magnetic anomalous areas. A
drum investigation through parallel trenches is very extensive and
better suited for a remedial design data collection effort.

Coment (xi):

According to the PRPs, the RI fails to determine or estimate the
ultimate fate of groundwater contaminants.
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U.S. EPA's xi):

A delineation of the groundwater plume in the water table and upper
intermediate wells is presented in Figures 4-13 through 4-16, 4-18
and 4-19. The potential for groundwater contaminant migration is

on Tables 4-9 through 4-11 which predict concentrations at
points 100 ft., 1450 ft., and 4500 ft. down-gradient of the site.Based
on the above, both the plume and ultimate pale of groundwater
contamination has been defined.

Comment (xii):

The PRPs claim that the Public Health Evaluation (PHE) assumes a worst
case scenario which leads to a great overstatement of present and
future risk.

U.S. EPA's xii):

The PHE does assume the worst case exposure scenario based on the
maximm concentration. However, the PHE also evaluates the risk
associated with average concentration of contaminants. Both analyses
assume the no-action alternative as required by the PHE quidelines.
Comment ij):

According to the PRPs, the PHE incorrectly quantifies carcinogenic
risk caused by polymiclear chlorinated hydrocarbons (PAHs) on the
basis of the total of all PAHs.

U.S. EPA's xiji):

Carcinogenic risks associated with PAHs are based on only those PAHs
considered to be carcinogens.

Camment (xiv) ¢

The PRPs claim that risks from background soils are not significantly
different and in some cases greater than risks posed by the site.

U.S. FPA's Response (xiv):

The total cancer risk associated with :an1dental ingestion of
background soils over a lifetime exceeds 107 for a plausible maximum
exposure ard is equal to 10 =6 for the average exposure scenario. The
future residential scenarlo for exposure to on-site soils results in
average risks of 1 x 10~ and plausible maximum risk of 5 x 10~3.

Both values are at least one order of magnitude higher for on—51te
soils than backgrournd soils.
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B. Feasibility study:
Comments (4i):

The PRPs believe that the extension of the site boundary is
unnecessary.

U.S. EPA's i):

The extension of the site boundary is not based solely on soil
contamination, but also concerns regarding the off-site extent of
grourdwater contamination and contaminated off-site sediments. The
slurry wall and the relocating of the southern drainage ditch must be
constructed beyord the area of contamination. In conclusion, adjacent
offsite properties are required for implementation of the remedial
action.

Comments (ii):

The PRPs propose that a permeable soil cover should be installed
instead of a RCRA cap.

U.S. EPA's Response (ii):

There is no available data to indicate that flushing of the
contaminated subsurface soils would lead to their cleanup.
Infiltration through the permeable soil cover proposed by the
camenters would be counter-productive to the groundwater extraction
and gradient control system as outlined in the recommended
alternative. In addition, the soil cover does not properly contain
hazardous materials from becoming exposed due to freeze and thaw
cycles which can cause cracking.

Comment (iii):

The PRPs believe that the FS has erred in its evaluation by
considering subsurface soils to be available for human contact and
incidental ingestion.

U.S. EPA's Response (iii):

The risk mmbers estimated for subsurface soil blocks was used as a
mechanism to select soil blocks to be included in the "hot spot" soil
removal scenario, and not to define the risk of the site. The risk
associated with soils was based on surface soil blocks units. The
risks estimated for soil blocks at 2 ft. depth intervals from 2-8 ft.
were not the only criteria used to select "hot spot" soils. Past site
activities, disturbed versus undisturbed soils, and handling during
excavation were also considered. The delineation of "hot spot" soils
represent the most cost effective anmd practical removal scenario. The
risk mmbers used in the PHE represent risk presented by the entire
site based on surface soils which are available for human contact and
incidental ingestion.
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Cament (iv):

According to the PRPs, the FS is inconsistent and arbitrary in that
the need for surface control is not evaluated on the same basis as the
need for soil removal.

U.S. FPA's iv):

Risks greater than 1076 are spread throughout the site, therefore
warranting remedial action to against exposure to unacceptable
risks. Risks greater than 107° are estimated for about 54% of the
cells that range between depths of 0 to 2 ft., and about 48% in cells
thatrangemdepthsbetweenstos ft. Ifwelookatso:.lcellsas
columns ranglng from 0 to 8 ft., about 30% would exhibit risks greater
than 1076 and this is spread throughout the site. Therefore, a
surface control across the entire site is needed to provide adequate
contaimment of unacceptable risks associated with soils. Surface
controls are not used only to prevent contact with contaminated soils,
but also to reduce infiltration. Reduction of infiltration through
the surface is an integral part of the groundwater gradient control
system. Any part of the site that is not properly covered would allow
greater infiltration and be counter-productive to the groundwater
treatment system.

Comment (v):

The PRPs believe that the groundwater extraction system proposed by
the U.S. EPA is extremely costly, complicated and unreliable.

U.S. EPA's v):

The primary goals of the groundwater extraction system are to provide
gradient control to stabilize flow from the water table into the upper
intermediate zone and to pump and treat the contaminated upper
intermediate unit. The interceptor drains and wet well system
proposed by the PRPs, fail to control migration of the contaminated
water table dowrmard, which could continue to contaminate the upper
intermediate unit indefinitely. U.S. EPA's proposed alternative could
allow for cleamup of the upper intermediate unit within 5 to 10 years.

The camenter has provided no basis for statements regarding cost
while U.S. EPA has provided substantial details of cost estimation
that are within an acceptable FS range of +50 and =30 percent.

Comment (vi):

According to the PRPs, the FS does not provide an estimate of the
chemical quality of the waste stream from extracted groundwater or
surface water that will require treatment.
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U.S. EPA's vi):

The chemical quality of the extracted groundwater or surface water to
be treated does not need to be "estimated" as the commenter suggests.
The data obtained and presented in the RI report already provides
caurrent chemical characterization of all water to be treated. The
proposed groundwater treatment system is based on these results. The
caurrent groundwater and surface water quality was evaluated by process
design engineers and no current contaminant characteristics presented
an unsolvable problem to designing a groundwater treatment system to
meet ARARS. A treatability study could be incorporated in the
remedial design phase. Once the system proves effective ard is in
place, monitoring will be conducted to assure its efficiency.

Comment (vii):

The PRPs claim that the FS does not develop or evaluate a sufficient
nmunber of alternatives to rationally evaluate reduction of risk.

U.S. EPA's Response (vii):

In accordance with requirements under the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), an FS should develop a range of treatment
alternatives which is delineated primarily by the degree to which each
alternative relies on long-term management of residuals or untreated
waste. A key consideration is the degree to which the alternative
reduces toxicity, mobility, and volume (TMV), of contaminants as its
principal component. In addition to a range of treatment
alternatives, a contaimment option involving little or no treatment
and a no action alternative should also be developed. The FS develops
a range of alternatives that begin with no action, monitoring and a
range of treatment alternatives starting with partial treatment and
full treatment to the maximum extent practicable. This process allows
for a thorough analysis of alternatives and is consistent with the NCP
and SARA. Alternative 2 represents the minimum action alternative
with monitoring only while Alternative 3 represents contairment with
minimal treatment. Alternative 4 provides a better contaimment
scenario with minimal treatment. Alternatives 5 through 7 provide a
full range of treatment altermatives that incrementally go from "hot
spot" soils treated to full treatment to the maximm extent possible.
Alternatives 8 and 9 provide an additional range of treatment
alternatives by considering an additional treatment technology.

Comment (viii):

According to the PRPs, the FS cost estimates are poorly developed and
suffer from several major defects.
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U.S. EPA's Responses (viii):

All costs are developed using the U.S EPA costing manual to provide a
+50 and =30 percent cost estimate. The costing procedures used by
U.S. EPA did apply proper contingency factors where appropriate
according to established costing quidelines. The total cost for a
specific alternative is the sum of the capital cost plus the present
worth of all operation and maintenance costs. An important point to
note is that the costing methodology is consistent for all
alternatives which allow direct comparison of each alternative based
solely on cost, regardless of how technically similar or dissimilar
the alternatives may be. The project cost estimate becomes more
refined as the design progresses from ROD to final design. A more
detailed cost analysis taking inmto account time completion schedules
will be done in the remedial design phase when the proper plans and
specifications are available.

PRP's Preferred Remedial Action Alternative:

This section provides a review and evaluation of the alternatives
proposed by the PRP group. It provides a general response rather than
a focused response on each specifically proposed element. Of the nine
camponents proposed by the PRPs, seven of them coincide with U.S.
EPA's proposed Alternative 5. The two components that are different
are still fundamentally the same in regard to remedial actions that
are required but different in the choice of technologies.

The groundwater extraction system consisting of an interceptor drain
and wet well system and the proposed permeable cover are the two areas
that differ. This proposal fails to stop groundwater contamination
fram migrating downward and does not provide an effective extraction
system for contaminated groundwater. The PRP's proposal would require
intermediate unit groundwater treatment indefinitely.

The permeable soil cover allows for increased potential of groundwater
contamination moving with the upper intermediate zone from the water
table zone and does not adequately contain soils with residual
contamination on site, thus resulting in inadequate protection from
exposure to human receptors and envirorment. The proposal, however,
appears to be fairly well in agreement with U.S. EPA's selected
alternative with respect to the remainder of components, as presented
in the ROD "Selected Remedy."

SECTION BY SECTTON RESPONSE TO CRA REPORT

Only comments that were not specifically addressed in the Executive
Sumary Response will be considered in the following response section.
Section 2.0 of the CRA report addresses the RI report and comments
were grouped into general topical categories or concerns for each

subsection and responded to accordingly.
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SECTION 2.1 - GENERAL
Comment::

The PRPs claim that certain documents were not available to them.

U.S. EPA's Response:

All the docauments referenced by the PRPs were available in the
Administrative Record located in the repository at the Deerfield U. S.
Post Office or at our regional office in Chicago. The Remedial Action
Master Plan (RAMP) is not a document that was used to assess site
canditions or evaluate alternatives in the FS process. Items i)
through ix) were developed to address site-specific conditions and
cbjectives. This is thoroughly discussed in the RI report. Work
plans and Quality Assurance and Project Plans (QAPPs) provide more
detailed information regarding the scope of work to be performed and
the methodology. These documents were final and available for review.
Phase I Work Plan and QAPP were finalized 7/27/84 and 5/29/84,

vely. Phase II Work Plan and QAPP were finalized 11/5/85 and
10/24/85, respectively. These documents could have been requested any
time after they were finalized.

Camment :
According to the PRPs, the soil screening procedures were inadequate.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The Phase II screening procedure was designed to eliminate the need
for sending all samples to CIP analysis, thus resulting in significant
cost savings. After the screening of all the on-site soil samples was
camplete, a plot of the results was evaluated so that the appropriate
samples could be sent to the CIP laboratories. The selection of
samples for CLP analysis was based on the following criteria:

a. The concentration of contaminant levels;

b. The number of contaminants identified in a particular sample
or group of samples;

c. The location of the sample on the site;
d. The depth of the sample from the surface; and

e. The proximity of the sample to a buried drum or visually
contaminated area.

Several "clean" samples were selected for CLP analysis to verify the
accuracy of the screening program. Phase I sampling included a
composite of five sample portions per 100 sq. ft. across the whole
site for a total of 49 surface soil samples. Phase II
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collected 319 samples ocut of which 52 on-site samples, 19

background samples, and 25 off-site samples were sent for

Hazardous Substance List (HSL) analysis. These sample locations

are representative of the whole site, as demonstrated in the RI

Report Figures 3-9 and 3-10. These maps clearly show that the

sampling program, including screening, are not biased, but
representative of the whole site.

Comment :
According to the PRPs, the soil sample selection was inadequate.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The regrading of the site is discussed in Section 1.2.3 of the RI
report. The site surface regrading was done in conjunction with the
surface cleamp performed by the U.S. EPA in 1981-1982. The surface
cleanup included only incidental contaminated soil removal. Regrading
was performed to control site runon/runoff. This information was
known during the development of the sampling plans. As a result, the
Phase I surface soil sampling program was designed to characterize the
surface soils remaining on site since little contaminated soil was
removed. It is U.S. EPA's opinion that the minor soil removal and
regrading efforts did not redistribute surface soils enough that
camposite samples from the 100 £t2 blocks would not be representative
of undisturbed soils. The Phase II sampling program was developed to
determine the vertical extent of contamination below contaminated
surface soils identified as Phase I.

Comment::
The PRPs claim that the background comparison was inadequate.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The selection of background samples used for comparison to on-site
soils provided a cross section of soil types in the local area. These
included agricultural, residential and mine spoil. The average
background data, therefore, took into account any possible
contribution to chemical characteristics of local soils due to
naturally occurring materials. A comparison was also made to
residential soils alone which resulted in similar conclusions. In
both analyses the site did show contaminant levels several orders of
magnitude above background, thereby not warranting further separate
soil type camparison (See page 4-75 of the RI Report). In regard to
inorganics, an additional comparison was made to confirm inorganic
contamination present on site. Ilevels were compared to U. S. typical
concentrations which indicated that 11 ocut of 20 inorganics exceeded
background. 2An on-site soil was determined to be contaminated if its
mean and maximm values exceeded the upper 95% confidence limit for
background soils. If the mean concentration did not exceed the upper
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95% confidence limit, but the maximm did, then an evaluation was made
based on frequency. Based on previous discussions, the PHE is
representative of site contaminants and is not typical of background
corditions.

SECTION 2.2 — ANAINVTICAL DATA
Comment::

The PRPs state that the analytical data was reviewed improperly.

U.S. EPA's Response:

All the data dbtained during the RI underwent Quality Assurance and
Quality Control (QA/QC) assessment according to procedures provided in
Appendix B of Volume 2 of the RI Report. These procedures were the
accepted protocol at that time. The data was reviewed by U.S. EPA
Region V staff and appropriate qualifiers or invalidation was noted.
Tables 4-2 and 4-3 of the RI summarize data problems identified. In
addition to U.S. EPA review, the data was also assessed for Contract
ILab Program (CIP), and Central Regional Iab (CRL) data completion by
ICF/SRW ard CH2M Hill staff. These quality assurance objectives and
QA/QC assessments were detailed in the approved Phase II QAPP dated
October 24, 1986 prior to initiating field activities.

Comment::
The PRPs claim that the data was qualified inadequately.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Data results attributable to laboratory contamination are represented
in Section 4 of the RI Report. Parameters such as methylene chloride,
acetone, and toluene with concentrations less than 10 times the
concentration detected in the blank are qualified as lab contaminants,
by both the CIP and the U.S. EPA QA/QC office. The valid data is
presented in summary tables in the RI Volume II and is designated with
the letter "B". Data analysis performed in Section 4 of the RI report
distinguishes those parameters attributable to laboratory
contamination and eliminates them as site-related contamination.

Those concentration levels reported within brackets are qualified as
concentrations below the laboratory detection limits, which is not
considered a positive hit. Those parameters qualified with a "J" are
an estimated value. If "J" is accampanied by brackets, it is an
estimated concentration below the contract laboratory detection limit.

SECTION 2.3 = HYTROGEOIOGICAL CONCERNS
Comment

According to the PRPs, improper methods were used to define
hydrogeological properties.
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U.S. EPA's s

It was necessary to screen monitoring wells across multiple strata for
two reasons: 1) many of the strata encountered were too thin to be
isolated during well construction and, 2) the strata were, for the
most part, very fine grained and relatively unfractured, so it was

to install long gravel packs to assure that the wells would
vield sufficient water for sampling. The cross sections and boring
logs are very detailed, so that many of the strata identified are very
similar to the units immediately adjacent. Care was taken to avoid
installing monitoring zones across strata which appeared, on the basis
of lithology or fracture density, to be hydraulically dissimilar.
Furthermore, if the monitored zones crossed strata of dissimilar
permeabilities, the hydraulic conductivities measured would not be
"atypical", but would rather be values most similar to the most
conductive unit intercepted. The commenter does not appear to believe
the hydraulic corductivities obtained for sandstone and coal. The
sandstone was fine-grained, silty, and well cemented. U.S. EPA
believes that field data should not be disregarded just because it
does not fit a perceived or textbook notion.

Comment::
The PRPs believe that there is a need to define regional hydrogeology:

U.S. EPA's Response:

Regional hydraulic information is not needed to remediate a site.
Monitoring well MW-8 was amitted initially because of the change in
stratigraphy between it and the remainder of the site as shown on the
cross section provided in both the RI ard FS reports.

Comment ¢
The PRPs believe that hydraulic conductivities are uncertain.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The camenter is uncertain of the hydraulic conductivities because
normally a pump test is performed. Pump tests are not feasible in low
permeability strata. They were considered during Phase II field
activities but due to low yield of most wells (less than 1 gpm) and
the ability of the wells to be bailed dry during purging they were not

performed.
Comment :

The PRPs do not agree with U.S. EPA's well instrumentation employed
during the remedial investigation.



-36=

U.S. EPA's Response:

The use of PVC material for well construction seems to be a favorite
topic of discussion. The specifications for well construction were
approved for both the Phase I and Phase II well installation
activities. All recent studies have indicated that PVC is a
reasonable well material, provided the well is purged before sampling.
All wells at the Summit National Site were purged prior to sampling.

Comment::

The PRPs disagree with U.S. EPA's interpretation of groundwater
conditions.

U.S. EPA's Response:

There are two aquifers identified at the site plus a series of
intermediate units, not three aquifers as the commenter states. The
intermediate units do not constitute aquifers. The calculations using
Darcy's law to quantify groundwater flow were order-of-magnitude
estimates only; they were never intended to be quantitative. It seems
that the commenter is looking for conclusions beyond the scope of the
RI report. The RI did not present water balance calculations as they
suggest. Again, it was clearly indicated that all flow calculations
were order-of-magnitude estimates.

Comment
The PRPs have an alternative assessment of the flow system.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The camenter does not indicate the reason for believing that the
intermediate units constitute miltiple hydrogeologic units. Althouch
the limestones indicated extremely low permeabilities, the remainder
of the strata in that zone also have low penneabilities. No high-
permeability strata were enocountered, so there is no reason to divide
the series of low-permeability strata into multiple aquitards with no
intervening aquifers. The RI aclmowledges that the intermediate units
constitute a highly heterogeneous aquitard, amd as a result U.S EPA
does not believe that interpretation of the site is enhanced by
further dissection of this series of strata.

The camenter's suggestion that the limestone is relatively continucus
and tight and thereby prevents interference between the two
intermediate zones is incorrect. The hydraulic test simply suggests
that we measured a very low permeability in one well. Given the
return of single well test, it is not prudent to evaluate the entire
site interpretation on a single value.
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The commenter's inclusion of the limestone unit into a subsurface
hydmgeologic water balance appears to constitute an over

tion of the data. The possibility that dense non-aqueous
phase liquid (DNAPL) could migrate vertically downward against the
groundwater flow that is up-gradient in the area of MW-22 and MW-23
does not alter any conclusions.

SECTION 2.4 — CONTAMINANT DISTRTBUTION
Soils Sampling Program:

These caments were similar to the general comments in Section 2.1.
The soil sampling program was developed to provide data on the
horizontal and vertical extent of soil contamination at the Summit
National Site. An important consideration in developing a
representative sampling plan is the implementation of a potential
remedial alternative. The 48 square blocks established by the site
grid and a sampling plan for evaluating four consecutive 2 ft. thick
soil zones in each grid provided data for evaluation of 192 soil
"units" at the site. Each 100 ft. sg. by 2 ft. thick zone was
considered a workable unit of soil that could be isolated effectively
during remedial action implementation. Any further breakdown that
exceeded 192 soil units on an 11 acre site was deemed unnecessary.
Sample compositing is an acceptable scientific methodology used for
characterizing a particular area. It provides data that is
significantly more representative than one grab sample for the entire
area.

Field Screening:

These camments were similar to the general comments in Section 2.1.
The soil sampling procedures and protocols are presented in Section
3.2 of the RI report. The intent of this, or any soil sampling
program, is to provide the nature and extent of contaminated soils.
This goal lends itself to the analysis of samples presumed to be
contaminated. Analysis of clean samples will allow for areal
distrilbution of clean soils from which contaminated soils delineation
could be assumed. However, analysis of clean soils does not allow for
the determination of soil contaminant nature. As stated in the RI,
"clean" samples were also selected for CLP analysis to verify the

accuracy of the screening program.
Cement Plant Soils:

The cement plant soils were designated as background samples during
the preparation of the sampling plan. Background samples were chosen
from areas that were assumed to be isolated from site-related
activities. However, during the course of the remedial investigation,
it was clear that the cement plant properly received direct drainage
from the site during its active operation. Prior to rerouting of the
southern ditch. The analytical data supported this conclusion. At
that time, it was decided that the cement plant soils should be
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removed from consideration as background. The U.S. EPA has
successfully assessed off-site soil contamination that is site
related. The background soils were discussed separately in the PHE.

Analytical Results (Soils):

The intent of Section 4 of the RI report, was to present the data
obtained and assess the nature and extent of site-related
contamination in various site media. The potential risks that these
site-related contaminants have on the public health and environment
are presented in Sections 5 and 6 of the RI report. The commenter
statement concerning presentation of volatile organic compounds
(VoCs), base/neutral/acids (BNAs), Pesticides/Polychlorinated
Biphenyls (PCBs) arnd inorganic data using total mass can only be
applied to the format for presentation and evaluation of data, not
assessment of risk. There is not a correlation of total mass of VOC
to potential risk. Consideration imvolving extent of soil removal are
more appropriately based on risk reduction rather than contaminant
mass reduction. Risk reduction technologies may either increase or
decrease contaminant mass but will result in reduction of toxicity and
in same cases mobility.

Analytical Results (Surface Water):

Based on water table flow data obtained during the RI investigation,
the water table may discharge to the drainage ditches only during
periods of high groundwater flow. Surface water flow was intermittent
during the RI investigation and, therefore, any component of
groundwater flow from the cement plant toward the southern ditch
probably had passed beneath the ditch and did not contribute directly
to surface water flow.

Analytical Results (Sediments):

U.S. EPA did collect upstream data for sediments from sample numbers
SD-011-001 and SD-032-001. These samples were cbtained from the same
location that was upstream of any effects from the site and are
considered representative of background quality in the local drainage
system near the site. This was the primary comparison used to
indicate a downstream sediment contamination problem. Comparison of
sediments to background soils provided an additional analysis that
resulted in similar conclusions being made. This further analysis did
not rule ocut that the background soils may be an additional source of
off-site sediment contamination. The upstream sample in the south
ditch with the highest level of contamination was not the sample used

for background.
Analytical Results (Buried Materials):

The further evaluation of the magnetometer data was not performed
using any data other than what were provided in the RI report. The
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evaluation was mainly an ongoing development or reinterpretation of
the same magnetameter data. The results of the geophysical
investigations are presented as Appendix G of the RI Report Volume II.

A subsurface investigation consisting of parallel trenches across the
site would be an expensive and unnecessarily dangerous approach to
searching for buried drums, especially since magnetometer data has
identified areas most likely to contain buried drums. All drum
estimates were made based on visual abservation and counting of drums
in open this pits and were assumed to be representative of the entire
particular anamalous area. Each area that encountered drums was
excavated by two trenches that extend between all boundaries of the
ancmalous area.

SECTION 2.5 CONTAMINANT TRANSPORT AND FATE:

The majority of this Section presents CRA concerns with the RI report.
A point of disagreement was concerning contamination in well MW-24 and
potential of trace contamination in MW-25. The commenter states that
if dowrvard migration was occurring, contamination also would be
discovered in well MW-25 at or higher than levels in MW-24. The
camenter fails to consider the possibility that the contaminants
passed laterally beneath MW-25 or that contaminant transport was
affected by fracturing. The comenter makes the statement thatin
order to minimize off-site migration of contaminants the water table
and upper intermediate zones should be the focus of remedial action
alternatives. This statement is contradictory to comment number 15
on page 45 of the PRP Group report, when the commenter states that
groundwater extraction in the upper intermediate unit should not be
contained for detailed analysis in the FS. It is unclear as to what
the conmenter's real preference is regarding this issue.

SECTION 3.0 PURLIC HFEAITH EVAIUATION
General:

Concentrations of indicator chemicals present in groundwater
monitoring wells were campared to ARARs in Table 6-9 of the RI
report, and the intakes and risks associated with ingestion of
grourdwater by workers are presented in Tables 6-27, 6-32 and 6-33.
Similarly, intakes and potential risks associated with ingestion by
future site residents are presented in Tables 6-30, 6-34, and 6-35.

Use of the maximum detected concentration of a chemical in evaluating
the plausible maximm exposure scenario is conservative in that it
assumes repeated exposure to the maximm concentration. However, the
possibility exists that additional sampling may result in
concentrations that are greater than the maximum detected during the
RI. This comment states that in evaluating the average risks only,
"risks for residential exposure to chemicals in soil near the eastern
perimeter of the site ard risks to residents from ingestion of
groundwater from the water-table unit and intermediate unit would be
in excess of an increased cancer risk of 1 x 107%." However, in
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addition to these exposure pathways, ingestion of groundwater from the
water-table and Intermediate Unit by potential future workers as well
as exposure of future on-site residents to soil exceed a cancer risk
of 1076 under average exposure corditions.

SECTION 3.2 RTSK CHARACTERTZATION
Teenager Exposure to On-Site Soils:

The plausible maximm cancer risk for a trespassing teenager is
derived mainly by one sample as the camenter suggests. Use of the
maximm detected concentration of a chemical in evaluating the
plausible maximm exposure scenario is conservative in that it assumes
repeated exposure to the maximum concentration. However, the
possibility exists that additional sampling may result in
concentrations that are greater than the maximum detected dquring the
RI or over a large mmber of samples.

Worker Exposure to Off-gsite Sojl:

Only carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were
included in evaluating the risk due to the presence of PAHs. This
subset of chemicals is identified in Table 6-2. Non-carcinogenic PAHs
are not evaluated quantitatively in this assessment.

High PAH levels are common in all off-site soils. Therefore, it is
uncertain whether PAHs in the cement plant soils along the southern
perimeter of the site are a result of activities at the site.
However, due to the persistence of PAHs onsite and the previocus
drainage pattern, the possibility exists that PAHs could be site-
related. The PHE did not state that the offsite PAHs were solely
attributable to the Sumit National Site.

For evaluating worker exposure to soil, for some industrial
establishments, 160 days of exposure each year may be considered
extreme. However, practices at the cement plant/septic tank facility
adjacent to the Sumit National Site were to stockpile septic tanks
directly on the ground throughout the year. Therefore, 160 days of
worker exposure to surface soils appears to be plausible on the
property adjacent to the site and would also be plausible as a future
exposure scenario on the site if such a facility were to expand onto
the site.In Section 6.6.3 of the RI report, the exposure estimates and
risks for workers from direct contact with soils near the Sumit
National Site are presented. The camenter has incorrectly referred
to 2x10™4 as the risk to off-site worker from exposure to PCBs. The
risk of 2x10™4 applies to on-site workers exposed to PCBs. Risk to
off-site workers from exposure to PCBs is 2x10~% under the plausible
maximm case.

Residential Exposure to Soil:

Only carcinogenic polymiclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) were
included in evaluating the risks to off-site residents due to the
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presence of PAHs. This subset of chemicals is identified in Table 6-
2. Non-carcinogenic PAHs are not quantitatively evaluated in this
assessment. As indicated in Table 6-17 of the RI report, the average
and maximm concentrations of PCBs in soil near the eastern perimeter
of the site are 490 and 540 ug/ky, respectively. Under the exposure
scenarios evaluated these concentrations correspond to cancer risks
of 9x10~7 and 5x10 respectively.

Children Exposed to Sediment in Ditch:

While the exposure assumptions presented on page 6-39 of the RI
report, used to evaluate exposure of children to sediment are

conservative from a frequency standpoint, exposure is only evaluated
over a three year period, while actual exposure may possibly occur
less frequently over a longer time pericd.

Teenager Exposed to Sediment in Impoundments:
No issues raised by the PRPs. The maximm risk is less than 1 x 1076,

Exposure to Workers to Soils On-site:

Use of maximum concentrations in evaluating the plausible maximum
exposure scenarios has been discussed above. 2Also as discussed, only
carcinogenic PAHs were evaluated in the PHE.

Ingestion of Water by Residents and Workers:

Risks from ingestion of groundwater from the water table, intermediate
unit and Upper Sharon unit were presented separately. If the
contaminated water table and intermediate unit are not cleaned up, the
potential exists that the Upper Sharon could become contaminated.

SECTTON 4.0 FEASTBILITY STUDY REPORT
Section 4.1 General

Adequate controls such as deed restrictions in the use of the site are
required to assure long term protectiveness of the selected
alternatives. The scenario of future risks to on-site residents
represents the worst case scenario and justifies a remedial action for
the Sumit National Site. The risks associated with such an exposure
scenario address the main source of contamination. The remedial
alternative is designed to minimize threats at the source location and
affected areas (i.e. cement plant and eastern perimeter).

SECTION 4.2 REMEDTAT, TECHNOILOGY DEVETOPMENT
No issues raised by the PRPs.
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SECTION 4.3 SCREENING OF REMEDIAL TECHNOILOGIES
Soil Access Restrictions
Comment: ¢

The PRPs state that the site extension is unnecessary.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The site extension is not based solely on soil remediation. The
boundaries were also extended to contain the groundwater plume in the
water table aquifer and also to implement the other components of the
selected alternative such as the slurry wall, cap, and rerouting of
the lower eastern and southern ditches.

Contairment
Comment ¢

According to the PRPs, a soil cover is more appropriate than a RCRA
cap.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The FS does evaluate surface controls in the context of contaimment of
contaminated soil/sediment/subsurface waste technologies.

Revegetation and soil cover were carried through Chapter 3, and
revegetation was carried through Chapter 4 and into the assembly of
alternatives. Surface sealing and soil stabilization were screened
out in Chapter 3 primarily since they are both temporary solutions and
do not meet the goals of the NCP. Ieaching of contaminants is an
additional factor used to screen out soil stabilization. A soil cover
does not meet the criteria for protectiveness or long tem
effectiveness based on the waste characteristics at the Summit
National Site. The requirements to repair topsoil and revegetate
every ten years is a common industry standard that is based on past
experience and used as a basis for estimating operating and
maintenance costs. Whether repair is the result of poor management or
other factors is not at issue.

Removal
Comment :

The PRPs claim that risk mmbers and the scenario for subsurface soils
are illogical. Buried drum delineation needs to be defined

adequately.
U.S. EPA's Response:

Additional delineation and estimates of mumbers of drums will be
performed during the pre-design investigation. The data gathered
during the remedial investigation represents the best estimate and
effort. The actual number of drums can only be determined through
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excavation and removal. This action is more appropriate during the
remedial action. Prior to remedial alternative implementation dquring
the design phase, the mmber of drums will be better estimated to
develop costing and design plans. The scenario of exposure to
subsurface soils through dermal contact and incidental ingestion is
appropriate to consider when defining the extent to which "hot spot"
soils require treatment.

Initially, the grid square (2-4) with a 1 x 1074 risk was not included
in the "hot spot" soils removal scenario. However, after further
congideration of soil block units exceeding the cancer risk of 1 X
10~3, a more protective soil removal scenario has been developed. Soil
block units with a risk less than 1072 risk are shallow (0-2 ft) and
will be covered by a cap to prevent direct contact and exposure
through ingestion. The concept of addressing "hot spot" soils is not
to provide camplete treatment but to provide a cost effective
alternative that eliminates a substantial source of risk while being
cost-effective. The "hot spot" delineation is located primarily on
the southern half of the site where the buried drums were identified.

The delineation of "hot spot" soils for removal and the delineation of
the area to be capped are based on two different issues. Treatment of
"hot spots" to address reduction in mobility, toxicity, and volume is
based on a cost effective volume that reduces a majority of risk.
Placement of the cap is required over the entire site to contain
treated soils and reduce exposure to unacceptable soil contamination.

Comment :

According to the PRPs, the storage capacity is insufficient for
stockpiling soils.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The temporary staging of soils under the pole building should never
reach the capacity of the building. Soils will be stored temporarily
(several days) until fed into the incinerator. This is an ongoing
practice and not intended to serve as long-term storage.

Comment :

The PRPs claim that the 85,000 c.y of soil was increased arbitrarily
to 105,000 c.y.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Soil blocks exceeding cancer risks of 1 x 107® are equivalent to
85,000 c.y. When considering cost sensitivity and technical
implementability, the location of certain contaminated soil blocks
result in the unavoidable removal of clean soil blocks. To work
around such blocks is impracticable and cumbersome resulting in
increased construction costs. The 105,000 c.y. of soils proposed for
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removal results in the most cost-effective and practicable method for
the contaminated vadose soil removal scenario.

Comment:

The PRPs state that excavation of all unconsolidated material is
unrealistic.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The alternative to remove all unconsolidated material represents the
maximm extent of treatment possible at the site resulting in no
residual contamination that eliminates long-term management. This
alternative is extremely difficult to implement and is very costly.

Surface Water and Groundwater Treatment
Comment :

The PRPs state that the influent is not chemically characterized.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The chemical characteristics of the influent are currently based on
surface water and groundwater analytical results from the remedial
investigation. A treatability study could be conducted prior to
installing the treatment process to assure it's removal efficiency
rate. This treatability study will be conducted during the remedial
design phase. In waste water treatment design, there are key
campourds that process design engineers look for, that if present at
certain concentrations, can create problems for treatment systems. No
such chemicals at restrictive concentrations have been detected at the
Sumit National Site.

Groundwa’ Operable Unit Vertical Barrier:
Comment :

The PRPs believe that hydraulic contaimment at the site perimeter
would accomplish the same objective as the contairment wall.

U.S. EPA's Response:

During the technology screening process leading to alternative
development the use of hydraulic contaimment through other process
options under vertical barriers was evaluated. The soil bentonite
slurry wall was the only option that passed through screening for its
ability to minimize lateral migration of contaminated groundwater. An
additional feature of the slurry wall is that it can prevent lateral
migration of groundwater from clean up—gradient sources into the
contaminated area beneath the site. The permeability of 10~/ cm/sec
that can be achieved by a soil bentonite slurry wall does not deperd
on the permeability of natural soils used. The higher the
permeability of natural soils, the higher the portion of bentonite
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that will be used. The 1076 permeabilities of surrounding soils

presents the lower range. The higher range of permeabilities was
estimated at 1073,

Based on current available hydrogeologic data, drains (hydraulic
control) may not be technically feasible due to the hydraulic
conductivity of on-site soils. An additional concern is that drains
would not be effective in dewatering the water table adegquately to
prevent dowrward vertical migration of contaminants into the upper
intermediate unit.

Low Permeability Cover
Comment:

The PRPs claim that a low permeability soil cover is not necessary
since soil leachability is low and groundwater treatment is less
costly than constructing the cap.

U.S. EPA's Response

Using the current quality of the water table aquifer one can assume
that the contaminated soils or buried wastes leach sufficient
concentrations of chemicals to necessitate treatment. Those levels,
however, are not a problem for treatment.

By not using a low permeability cover, the collection and treatment of
contaminated groundwater will continue indefinitely. At some point in
time, this perpetual treatment would exceed eventually the cost of a
RCRA cap.

Groundwater Extraction/Collection
Comment :

According to the PRPs, the FS has arbitrarily included the low
permeability (RCRA) cap and contaimment wall with the groundwater
collection system.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The RCRA cap is an integral camponent of the groundwater extraction
and gradient stabilization system included with the proposed
alternative, not an arbitrary addition as the comments suggest.
Groundwater remediation and gradient control considerations are
presented in Appendix B and C of the FS.

Singular camponent technologies such as pipe or media drains, typical
extraction wells and radial collection wells passed Chapter 3
screening as being able to achieve the general response goal
established and suitable to site characteristics. Only radial
collection wells were eliminated in Chapter 4 of the FS, due to high
cost and unacceptable health and safety risk to workers.
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The groundwater extraction system designed to dewater the water table
aquifer was developed based on concepts presented in Appendices B and
C of the FS report. The point that the commenter makes where
reduction of the water table by greater than cne foot would cause a
gradient reversal is only true in one area; that is the extreme
sauthern portion of the site. This is because the base of the water
table is slightly lower and the piezametric surface on the Upper
Sharon unit is slightly higher. At other locations at the site much
more drawdown is necessary.

Perimeter drains were not considered for alternatives that included
partial removal of soils. They were screened out due to extensive
costs to include wall shoring, dewatering, ard safety during
installation. Constructability of a drain system would also be very
difficult. Also perimeter drains alone are inadequate due to limited
radius of influence due to hydraulic conductivities at the site. In
Alternative 7 when all unconsolidated materials were removed, gravel
trench drains were used since they will be constructed simultanecusly
during the backfilling operation.

The groundwater extraction and gradient control system the U.S. EPA
has proposed for its recammended altermative is complex but is based
on the available data. More data needs to be collected during the
remedial design to refine the system. If additional hydrogeologic
data collected during the design phase shows a more permeable system
exists than some of the current data suggests, then the muber of
wells could be reduced and costs would also be lowered. If fewer
drains were also required they may prove to be more econamical. The
camenters statement that the costs for the proposed extraction system
are underestimated by a factor of three is an unsupported opinion.
Costs are based on published reference and industry contacts which
resulted in what U.S. EPA believes are adequate estimates to camply
with +50 and =30 reliability.

Again the camenter now says they do not believe that intermediate
zone groundwater extraction wells are warranted or advisable. This is
the third instance the cammenter changes their technical opinion on
this issue.

In summary U.S. EPA has stated that more data is necessary to refine
the proposed groundwater extraction system. That data will be
collected during design and may or may not have significant changes on
cost or technologies of the currently proposed system.

4.4 ATITERNATIVES DEVEIOPMENT
General Comment:

The PRPs claim that the Feasibility study fails to evaluate the
reduction of risk associated with each alternative.
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U.S. EPA's Response:

Alternatives 3 through 9 eliminate risks associated with the site,
although through different combinations of treatment, engineering, and
institutional controls. Since all exposure routes are eliminated, no
residual risks would occur providing there is no interference or
failure of the camponents of the remedial alternative.

Corment :
The PRPs state that the residual risk in Alternative 5 is mimate.

U.S. EPA's Response:

It is true that the exposure pathway to untreated soils is eliminated
by the installation of the multi-layer cap. The purpose of risk
numbers for each soil block is to define the "hot spot" soils and the
extent of residual contamination allowable at the site. The overall
risk associated with the remaining cells is 3 x 1073, which is
acceptable for contaimment rather than treatment.

Comment :

The PRPs prefer that the effectiveness of the alternatives be
evaluated in terms of contaminant mass:

U.S. EPA's

As previously discussed, contaminant mass is not indicative of health
risks. In addition, contaminant mass does not relate to clean-up
standards and therefore, this criteria would be inappropriate to
evaluate effectiveness.

Comment ¢

The PRPs propose that intermediate alternatives between Alternative 2
ard 3 need to be evaluated.

U.S. FPA's Response:

Alternative 2 represents the minimm action with no treatment or
contaimment options. Alternative 3 represents contaimment with
treatment of the major source of contamination which is drums for this
particular site. U.S. EPA considers the range between Alternatives 2
and 3 reasonable and appropriate.

Detailed Analysis of Assembled Alternatives
Effectiveness and Implementability

Camnents made by the PRPs regarding reduction in risks, total mass of
contaminants, volume of 430,000 c.y. and cost effectiveness have been
previously discussed in this document.
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Comment ¢

The PRPs claim that a soil cover is less costly than a milti-layer
cap.

U.S. EPA's Response:

As previously discussed, a soil cover does not provide proper
contairment due to its potential for cracking and leaking caused by
natural freeze/thaw cycles, and it also does not eliminate
infiltration which is an important function of the cap.

The initial screening of a viable alternative is primarily based on
its ability to be effective and implementable. Cost effectiveness is
a significant factor but it is not the primary decisive factor. If
two or more alternative provide similar results in effectiveness and
implementability, then cost effectiveness could be used as the
decisive factor. However, this is not the case for a soil cover
versus a multi-layer cap based on the waste characteristics at the
Summit National Site.

Cost Analysis
Comment::

According to the PRPs, the cost analysis fails to provide construction
and capital costs on a yearly basis to account for sequential
implementation of various cost items.

U.S. EPA's Response:

It is important that all costs are prepared using an equal and
camparable methodology to allow for direct comparison of alternatives
that contain different technologies and are implemented over different
periods of time. Cost estimates for the assembled altermatives were
prepared from cost information included in the U.S. EPA's "Compendium
of Costs of Remedial Technologies at Hazardous Waste Sites," the 1987
Means Site Work Cost Data guide, U.S. EPA's "Remedial Action at Waste
Disposal Sites Handbook," estimates for similar projects, and
estimates provided by equipment vendors.

All capital costs and operations and maintenance costs are carried to
a present worth based on 30 years at 10% interest rate. The order-of-
magnitude cost estimates presented have been prepared from the
information available at the time of the estimate. Final costs of
assembled alternatives will depend on actual labor and material costs,
actual site conditions, productivity, competitive market conditions,
final project scope, final project schedule continuity of personnel,
engineering between the feasibility study and final design, and other
variable factors. As a result, the final alternative costs will vary
from the estimates presented in this report. Most of these factors
are not expected to affect the relative cost differences between
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alternatives. Factors that may substantially affect the relative cost
difference are discussed under "Cost Sensitivity Analysis". Because
of these factors funding needs must be carefully reviewed prior to
making specific financial decisions or establishing final budgets.

SECTION 5.0 - PRP'S PREFERRED REMEDIAL ACTION AITERNATTVES

U.S. EPA has already provided comments to the PRP's proposed
alternative in respornding to the CRA's Report in the Executive
Summary. The two differences between U.S. EPA's recammended
alternative and the PRP's, are the issues of the soil cover and the
groundwater extraction/gradient control system. The issue regarding
soil cover versus RCRA cap is fairly straight forward since a RCRA cap
is a regulatory requirement. U.S. EPA believes that some additional
discussion on the contaimment, collection, and extraction of
groundwater is warranted.

Based on current data available on site hydrogeologic conditions, the
system proposed by the PRPs would not dewater the water table
adequately to prevent vertical dowrnward movement of contaminants into
the upper intermediate unit. For a system similar to that shown on
Figure 5.1, an up-gradient drain would probably need to be installed
to water recharging the water table aquifer fram north of
the site. Additionally, several more north-south oriented drains
would be required to adequately dewater the water table aquifer based
on current hydraulic conductivity data. The radius of influence of
drains proposed on Figure 5.1 is much larger than estimated based on
RI data. The proposed system may be feasible based on the refinement
of data during the Remedial Design phase, but current data indicates
it would not achieve groundwater remediation cbjectives.

RI/FS Camments Submitted by the Summit National PRP Group - March 11,
1988:

This document presents camments concerning legal and technical
matters. The legal comments presented in Section II have been
addressed previocusly in this document under the section entitled
"Iegal Caments”. The technical issues are generally based on the
report prepared by the PRP consultants, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates
(CRAa).

The detailed technical issues raised by the PRP's consultants, CRA,
were presented in Attaciment E. These comments have been responded to
by U.S. EPA in the previous section entitled "Technical Camments". In
reviewing the PRP document, there are same technical and procedural
caments that were not raised in the CRA docaument. The following
section includes responses to those comments.



Section I - Introduction

Section I of the PRP Group report presents mumerous camments that have
already been addressed during the discussion of the CRA report. The
issues already responded to include the interceptor and collector
drain system, excavation of offsite soils with low levels of
contamination, volume of "hot spot" soils, and the use of an

le cover. The commenter later addresses excavation of
offsite soils that are "significantly contaminated" (page 6) which is
inconsistent with their previous comments about offsite soils with low
levels of contamination (page 4). It is not clear exactly what soils
the commenters are referring to.The PRP Group goes on to state that
they are basically in agreement with U.S. EPA's proposed alternmative.
The two differences, groundwater collection and soil cover, have been
previously addressed. The need for an exploratory trench program to
delineate buried drums and the removal of “hot spot" soils based on
mass instead of risk have also been addressed.

The comenters note that the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease
Registry (ATSIR) have not presented a health assessment. ATSIR is
currently developing the health assessment for the Summit National
Site. The health assessment is based on the Remedial Investigation
and Feasibility Study report. The health assessment will be campleted
by the time this Record of Decision is signed by the U.S.EPA.

Section II:

This section refers to legal matters which have been previously
addressed.

Section III:

This section presents specific comments on the RI report. All issues
presented in this section have been responded to during the review of
the CRA report. These include comments on "other potential
shortcomings® mumbers 1-3 and 5-16. The PRP cament No. 4 concerning
adjacent subsurface soil samples needs further clarification. The two
foot vertical interval used for soil characterization represents a
comon sample interval (split spoon samples). Also as previously
discussed, this will provide 192 2-ft. thick soil units for evaluation
at the site, which were deemed sufficient. The fact that certain
soils were loose such as fill, and a 3 or 4 ft. interval was required
to cbtain sufficient sample volume is beyord control. The adjacent
split spoon samples were taken vertically and may in fact represent an
interval larger than 2 feet.

Section IV:

This section presents specific comments on the FS report. All issues
presented in this section have been responded to during the review of
the CRA report. These include comments or deficiencies mumbered 1

through 23.
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General comments were made stating that the FS did not provide
applicable screening of technologies. The identification and initial
and detailed screening of technologies allows for a more thorough
evaluation of applicable remedial technologies. Chapter 3 of the FS
screens technologies on the basis of their campatibility with site
conditions and waste characteristics. Those applicable technologies
are then screened with respect to effectiveness, implementability, and
cost. This screening process is in accordance with the NCP and
U.S.EPA's FS guidance.

Comment

The PRPs state that technologies such as polymerization,
bioreclamation, and critical fluid extraction were eliminated because
of their experimental and unproven nature, yet in situ vitrification
was retained.

U.S. EPA's :

Certain technologies were not screened out not based solely on its
experimental and unproven nature but also the uncertainty of its
campatibility with waste characteristics. SARA Section 105 authorizes
the use of innovative technologies that are appropriate for
utilization in response actions. Vitrification applies to soil
remediation and appears promising in its application to hazardous
waste site remediation. However, for this particular site,
incineration was selected as the preferred treatment technology based
on feasibility and implementability.

Comment ¢

The commenters noted that the detailed analysis of alternatives does
not include the proper criteria by the NCP.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The FS for the Sumit National Site is consistent with SARA ard U.S.
EPA's Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) directives
for evaluation of alternatives. The detailed analysis follows U.S.
EPA's evaluation criteria. Effectiveness includes an evaluation on
protectiveness, reliability, meeting ARARs, and reduction in toxicity,
mobility and volume. Implementability includes technical feasibility,
availability, and administrative feasibility. Finally a cost analysis
which includes capital, operations and maintenance costs. 1In
conclusion all alternatives were properly evaluated ard is accordance
with the NCP.

Comment ¢

The PRPs state that the FS camnot be finalized without an evaluation
on community acceptance.
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U.S. EPA's Response:
The FS is entitled "The Public Comment Feasibility Study" and has
undergone public review. Based on public comments received by the
camunity there is no justifiable cause to reopen the FS.

Finally, Section 5 presents the PRP's proposed alternative which has
already been camented on in the CRA report review.
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TABLE 3-1

MOST REPRESENTATIVE ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS IDENTIFLED
IN THE SHALLOW GROUNDWATER SYSTEM

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

MHaximum Background Comments
Contaminant Arga Mfected Conc, (ug/l) Conc, (ug/l)
VOLATILES
Methylens Chioride Southusstern quadrant 24,000 el
Acetone Southern hatt of site 1,300,000 4o
1,1-Dichloroethsne Southern half of site 12,000 ND Tends to occur at higher concentrations in shallower wells
1,2-pichloroethane Southern half of site 115,000* ND
2-Butanone Southern half of site 650,000 14ve
1,1, 1-Trichloroethane Southern halt of site 53,000 N Tends to occur at higher concentrations in shallower wells
Trichloroethene Southern half of site 27,000 16 Tends to occur at higher concentrations in shellower wells
4-Methyl - 2-Pentanone Southwestern quedrant 62,000 W Terdds to occur st higher concentrations in shallower wells
Toluene Southwestern quadrant 18,000¢ 16 Terds to occur at higher concentrations in deeper wells
Ethyibenzene Southern hatt 11,000 ND Ternds to occur at higher concentrations in shatlower wells
SEM| - ATILES
&-Nethylphenol Southwest quadrant 510 ND
2,4-Dimethylphenol Southwest quadrant 130+ N
Phenol Southwest quadrant 7,000 1]
Isophorone Southern hatlf of site 2,600 N Terds to occur st higher concentrations in deeper wells
Naphthalene Southwest quadrant 620 ND Tends to occur st higher concentrations in shallower wells
2-Methylnaphthalene Southwest quadrant 370 ND Tends to occur at higher concentrations in shallower wells
8is(2-ethylhexyl )Phthalate Southern half of the site 7,250* 5 Tends to occur at higher concentrations in deeper wells

Note:

Mmi-7 used for background concentration

* Average of 2 cuplicates, duplicates not averaged had one value of 0

** Concentration level can be attributed to lab contamination




TABLE 3-2

IDENTIFIED ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN MW-24
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Concentration Concentration Concentration Maximum Concentration in

Contamipant in MW-24 in MW-25 in MW-22 Water-Table Aquifer
Methylene Chloride 180 ug/1 3 ug/] 1 ug/1 24,000 ug/1
Acetone 2,700 13 9 1,300,000
1,1-Dichloroethane 820 5 ND 12,000
1,2-Dichloroethane 5,800 100 ND 115,000
2-Butanone 1,800 15 15 650,000
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 360 3 ND 53,000
Trichloroethene 55 ND ND 18,000
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 250 ND ND 62,000
Toluene 3,200 9 ND 27,000
Ethylbenzene 590 ND ND 11,000
‘Q-Methylphenol 140 ND ND 510
Isophorone 4] ND ND 2,600
2,4-Dimethylphenol 16 ND ND 140
Naphthalene 11 ND 3 620
2-Methylnaphthalene 5 ND 3 370

ND - Not Detected




TABLE 3-3

SUMMARY LIST OF ORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN BACKGROUND (1) SOILS
SUMNIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard pper 95X

Retected (2) Concentrations {(3) Concentration(3)(4) Deviations(3) Conh e Limit (3)
volatil ter
Toluene 14 4 - 31 9 8 13
Total Xylenes 2 6 -7 1 2 2
BNA Parsmeters
Benzoic Acid 3 1604 - 11004 126 N 297
Nophthalene 10 1104 - 3500 859 1124 1438
2-Methylnaphthalene 1" 554 - 3700 e 1196 1587
Acenaphthylene 2 834 - 1504 14 40 35
Dibenzofursn 8 2300 - 810 212 265 349
Fluorene 2 654 - 94J 9 27 23
Hexachlorobenzene 1 3304 19 80 81
Pentachl orophenol 1 873 S 21 16
Phenanthrene 15 423 - 2400 725 712 1noNn
Anthracene 3 674 - 280J 30 76 69
Di-N-Butylphthalate [ 494 - 2704 45 79 86
Fluoranthene 16 694 - 2100 353 470 594
Pyrene 16 544 - 1500 £33 352 512
Benzo(a)Anthracene 14 594 - 1000 222 241 346
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 8 404 - 120 32 39 52
Chrysene 15 479 - 1100 268 302 423
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 14 49J - 1900 351 480 598
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 14 499 - 1900 351 480 598
Benzo(a)Pyrene 1 654 - 1100 161 2Nn 301
Indena(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 4 824 - 550 48 158 150
Dibenz(a,h)Anthracene 2 974 - 1204 13 36 3
Benzo(g,h, i)Perylene 4 1504 - 470 65 136 135

Pesticides/PCB's

None .. -

Notes:

(1) - Includes residential, farm and mine soil samples

(2) - out of total 17 samples

(3) - Units - uwg/kg

(4) - Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J - Estimated Value

8 - found in laboratory btank




TABLE 3-3
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN BACKGROUND SOILS (1)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nutber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95%
Parameter Detected (2) Concentrotions (3) Concentration (3)(4) Deviations(3) Confidence Limit (3)
Atuminum 17 4070 - 18100 9661 3964 11699
Ant i monty 1 (201R 1 5 4
Arsenic 16 (5.8] - 26 16 6 19
Bacium 17 28] - (145) a5 29 100
Beryllium 15 10.32) - [1.3) 0.54 0.538 0.726
Caciaium 1" 2.31 - 6.1 2 2 3
Calcium 14 [201) - 5510 3253 ™03 7316
Chromium 17 12 - 24 17 3 18
Cobalt 17 ;5.9 - 21 " 4 13
Copper 17 16 - 5 5 9 29
Iron 17 16600 - 39400 25694 7543 29572
Lead 17 17 - 3N 66 98 17
Cyanide 8 69 - 4.2 0.65 1.045 1.186
Magnes ium 17 {1720) - 5340 2356 829 2782
Manganese 17 1054,R - 1580J,R 729 531 1003
Mercury 3 [.095) - .38 0.043 0.108 0.098
Nickel 17 (1) - 38 16 6 19
Potassium 17 (9051 - (3100} 1832 639 2161
Silver 10 (2.514,R - 16J,R 3 4 5
Sodium 1 (7m) 46 189 143
Vanadium 17 (141 - (361 24 6 28
Zinc 17 50 - 227 a7 49 113

Notes:

(1) Includes residential, farm, and mine soil samples

(2) Out of total 17 samples

(3) Units - mg/kg dry weight

(4) Mean catculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
{) - Positive value less than contract required detection limit

R - Spike sample recovery not within contract limits

J - Estimated value




TABLE 3-4

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SURFACE sorLs THAT EXCEED BACKGROUNO
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Number of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95% Upper 95X
Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations €2)(3) Deviation (2) Confidence Limit in Confidence Limit in

lnorgenic Parameters ~Onyite _Onsite _Onsite Onsite Background Samples (2) Residential Soil Samples (2)
Ant imony 11 [161R-545R 17 n 4 ND
Arsenic 53 7.3s- (3518 17 9 19 26
Barium 61 (39)-343 103 58 100 133
Beryltium 36 10.32)-(1.9) 0.59 0.56 0.726 1.074
Cadmium 13 [2.41-112 3 14 3 3
Calcium 61 [864) -38029 8982 9281 316 4289
Chromium 61 8.7-102 27 18 18 23
Cobel t 48 (4.6} - 128) " 8 13 18
Copper 61 -1 37 27 29 43
Cysnide 37 0.31*-43.6 4 1" 1.186 2.895
Iron 61 11489-95300 39531 182564 29572 30494
Magnesium 60 (326)-6120 2827 1344 2782 4142
Manganese 61 29-2620 365 346 1003 1362
Mercury 36 10.084)-0.81 0.167 0.198 0.098 0.289
Rickel 58 5.3)-56 26 12 19 30
Selenium 2 3R-8.2r 0 1 ND ND
Sodium 34 11061- (1280} 164 229 143 ")
Tin 7 [13)R-106 3 14 ND ND
Vanadium 61 {14)-62 28 12 26 32
linc 61 24-803 168 149 13 197

(1) Out of total &1 sanmples

(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for seaples where parameters not detected
R Spike recovery not within control limits

[) Positive values less than the contract required detection timit

S Value determined by standard addition



TABLE 3-4
{con't)
SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SURFACE SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Number of Yimes Range of Detected Nean Standard Upper 95% Upper 95%
Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) Confidence Limit in Confidence Limit in
Volatile Parameters Onsfte Onsite Onsite Onsite Background Samples (2) Residential Soil Samples (2)
Methylene Chloride 22 3.8-180008 406 2375 ND ND
Acetone 25 6J-5200008 9484 66152 ND ND
Carbon Disul fide 3 $-10 0 2 ND ND
1,1-Dichloroethene 2 3.2-33 1 4 ND ND
1,1-Dichloroethane 5 7-15 1 3 NO ND
Trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 7 2.4-38Y 9 49 ND ND
Chloroform 10 20-4300),** n 546 ND ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 9 44-80000** nmr 14120 ND ND
2-Butanone 15 5J-380008,** 1682 6901 ND ND
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 31 34-510004* 2216 9022 NO ND
Trichloroethene 38 2J-160000%* 8017 30691 ND ND
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2 14-48 1 6 ND ND
Benzene 30 19-24 3 5 ND NO
Hexsnone 5 19-4400%* 146 783 ND ND
4-Methyl -2-Pentanone 2 78-45000%* 739 5714 ND ]
Tetrachloroethene 12 14-46004,** 97 604 ND ND
Toluene 40 2.2-260000%* 7002 34207 13 1"
Chlorobenzene 9 4J-3600%* 62 457 ND ND
Ethylbenzene 18 3.7-180000** 4882 24924 ND ND
Total Xylenes 27 7.3-7300004* 20440 101649 2 L]

(1) Out of total 61 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
** Analyzed at medium concentration

ND Not detected




TABLE 3-4
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SURFACE SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Stendard Upper 95% Upper 95X
Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) Confidence Limit in Confidence Limit in

BNA Parameters Ongite Ongite Onsite Onsite Background Samples (2) Residential Sojl Semples (2)
Phenol 8 2904-44000%* 1304 6368 ND NO
1,3-Dichlorabenzene 2 3304 1 59 NO ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 4 764-180004 ,** 304 2285 N )
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 9 $2J-140000** 3811 19627 ND ND
2-Methylphenol 6 3104-4800 165 689 ND ND
4 -Methylphenol 4 45J-830 29 136 NO ND
I sophorone 4 63J-3000 m 533 ND ND
2,4-Dimethylphenol 5 8004-7000 213 966 NO ND
Benzoic Acid [ 1,6004-80004 370 1299 297 885
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene [ 330J-14000 293 1788 NO ND
Naphthalene 30 260J-43000** 1965 5883 1438 1214
2-Nethylnaphthalene 30 370-14000 1856 3410 1587 1726
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 3 530004+ - 2800000** 84475 456241 ] ]
Acenaphthene 7 484-1600J 69 252 35 106
Diethylphthalate 8 3304-16004 95 283 ND ND
Fluorene 10 654- 16004 81 256 23 7
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 5 800J-1600J 79 279 ND ND
Hexachtorobenzene 21 48J4-250000** as1 38049 61 196
Phenanthrene 28 2704-130004,** 1095 2231 1091 1122
Anthracene 2 16004- 130004 ,** 239 1660 69 199
Di-N-Butylphthalate 23 140J,8-12000J,** 1538 3107 86 213
Butylbenzylphthalate n 330-12000J,** 592 2052 ND NO
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 47 5504 -3300000** 103511 453957 52 107
Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 30 48J-170000** 7925 28180 NO ]
Pesticide Parameters
Heptachlor Epoxide 2 19.84-204 1 4 ND NO
PCB's (4) 19 40J-590000C, ** 17058 83969 N ND

(1) Out of total 461 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for sanmples where parameters not detected
(&) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

J  Estimated value

** Analyzed at medium concentration

B8 Found in laboratory blank, possible/probable contamination

ND Mot detected

C Identification confirmed by GC/MS




TABLE 3-5

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (2-4 FY.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Number of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Confidence Limit
Volatile Parameters DPetected (1) Concentrationg (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Background Samples (2)
Methylene Chloride ] 4704,8 59 155 ND
Acetone 3 1208- 170008, ** 2263 5579 ND
Carbon Disul fide 4 3J-20 6 7 ND
1,1-Dichloroethens 1 4303 54 162 ND
1,1-Dichloroethane 2 14-4304 56 142 ND
Trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 2 14003 -7700** 1138 2522 NO
1,2-Dichloroethene 2 81-3200J 410 1055 ND
2-Butanane 2 450008, - 490008, ** 1750 20376 ND
1,1,1%-Trichloroethane 5 10-43000** a3 15255 XD
Trichloroethene S 5-140000** 21502 45996 ND
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 1 5104 64 169 ND
Benzene 6 14-110 26 34 WD
4-Hethyl-2-Pentanone 3 14-150004 r<144 5040 ND
Tetrachloroethene 3 34-3800J,** 476 1256 ND
Toluene 8 17-46000J 6990 15027 13
Chlorobenzene 4 11-6704 98 217 ND
Ethylbenzene 7 7-3800J 96 1553 ND
Totsl Xylenes 8 11-300004 6083 10771 2

(1) Out of total 8 samples
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean catculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected

J Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination

ND Not detected

Analyzed at medium concentration




TABLE 3-5

(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED

IN ONSITE SOILS (2 - & FV.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

SUMMIT NATIOKAL SITE

Number of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Confidence Limit
Semi-Volatile Parameters Petected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Background Sanples (2)
Phenol 2 524-3300 419 1089 NO
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 2 764-15004 197 493 ND
1,2-Dichiorobenzene 1 8300 1038 2745 (1)
4-Methylphenol 1 684 9 22 NO
2,6-0imethylphenot 1 1904 24 63 NO
8enzoic Acid 1 9300 1163 3076 297
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 1 4200 525 1389 NO
Naphthalene 7 2004-27000** 5197 8493 1438
2-Methylnaphthalene 14 3104-44000** 8030 13854 1587
Dibenzofuran é 1204-63004, ** 1468 2082 349
Fluorene S 594-26004,** s27 916 23
Hexachlorobenzene 1 5800 125 1918 61
Phenanthrene é 2904~ 16000** 3506 5113 1091
Di-N-Butylphthalate ) 1504,8- 18008 675 670 86
f luoranthene é 594-22004 ,** 760 840 594
Pyrene [ 1604-36004,** 903 1159 512
Butylbenzylphthalate 1 2200 2 728 ND
Benzo(a)anthracene 4 784-3000J,** 580 984 346
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate [ 58J-130000 16622 42857 52
Chrysene 5 763-27004,** 522 880 423
Di-N-Octyl Phthatate 1 13000 1625 4299 ND
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 3 684-14004 194 457 150
Benzo(g, h,i)Perylene “ 73J-12004 207 384 135
Pesticides
Heptachlor Epoxide 1 550+ 69 182 NO
PCB's (4) 1 6400C 800 217 ND
Mirex 1 9000** 1125 2976 ND

(1) Out of total 8 samples
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean celculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected

(4) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254
J Estimated value

B Found in laboratory blank, possible/probable contamination

C ldentification confirmed by GC/MS
** Analyzed at medium concentrations




TABLE 3-5
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (2 - & FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Confidence Limit
Parameters Detgcted (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Devistion (2) in Background (2)
Arsenic 8 14-61J 24 15 19
Barium 8 [61)-245 130 62 100
Berytlium 6 10.49) - [0.93) 0.61 0.37 0.726
Cadmnium 3 2.n-13 4 5 3
Chromium 8 9-732 102 238 18
Copper 8 22-43 34 6 29
Mercury 4 {0.074)-0.32 0.12 0.14 0.098
Nickel 8 (8.6)-27 20 7 19
Selenium 1 5.18 1 2 ND
Thatlium 1 5.9 1 2 NO
Tin: 2 115) - (201 4 8 NO

(1) Out of total B samples

(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
{ ) Positive values less than the contract required detection limit

J Estimated value




BNA and PCB Parameters

Number of Times

1,2-Dichlorobenzene
Ftuorene
Di-n-8utylphthalate
Butylbenzylphthatate
Bis(2-ethylhexyl )phthalate
Di-N-Octyl Phthalate

Pesticides

Heptachlor Epoxide
Mirex

(1) Out of total 5 samples
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

- VA et A N -

TABLE 3-6

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (4 - 6 FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

Range of Detected

Petected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3)

544
574-690
3808-10958
9
474-4500
1300

680%*
12000%*

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Hean

1"
25
435
12
1787
260

136
2400

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected

J Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank, possible/praobable contamination

NO Not detected

** Analyzed at medium concentrations

Standard
Deviation (2)

Upper 95X Confidence Limit

in Beckground Samples (2)

22
I
421
24
1884
520

2n
4800

ESERUE

EE&




TABLE 3-6
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (4 - 6 FY.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUNO
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Confidence Limit
Inorganic Parameters Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Background (2)
Ant imony 1 [161J,R 3 6 4
Chromium 5 11-115 35 4«0 18
Copper 5 29-43 34 5 29
iron 5 24700-50800 34060 8933 29572
Magnes ium 5 (1260) -6020 2954 1636 2782
Mercury 2 0.19-0.25 0.088 0.109 0.098
Nickel S [151-40 25 9 19
Sodium 1 [680) 136 272 143
2inc 5 51-359 129 116 113

(1) out of total 5 samples

(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using 1ero for samples where psrameters not detected
R Spike recovery not within control limits

{ ) Positive values tess than the contract required detection Limit

J Estimtaed value




Number of Times

TABLE 3-6

(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFJED
IN ONSITE SOILS (4 - & FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

Range of Detected

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Mean

Standard

Upper 95X Confidence Level

Volatile Parameters Petected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Background Samples (2)
Methylene Chloride 1 17004,8 340 &80 ND
Acetone 3 1008-480008, J 0644 19178 ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 1 8900J 1780 3560 ND
2-Butanone 1 1900008, J . 38000 76000 ND
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 2 5-28004 561 1120 ND
Trichloroethene 2 43-1100y 221 440 ND
Benzene 4 43-3 15 13 ND
Toluene 5 36-26000. 5270 10365 13
Chlorobenzene 1 4J 1 2 ND
Ethylbenzene b 43-41000J 8206 16397 WO
Total Xylenes 5 11-2400004 48036 95982 2

(1) out of total 5 sanples
(2) Units ugskg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples shere parameters not detected

4 Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination

ND Not detected




TABLE 3-7

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (6-8 FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Confidence Level

in_Background Samples(2)

Number of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard
Volatile Paremeters pPetected (1) Conceptrations (2) _Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2)
Methylene Chloride 8 190J4,**-60008,4,** 814 1766
Acetone 10 1308- 420008 ,** 5272 11024
Carbon Disulfide 10 34-10 2 3
1,1-Dichtoroethene b 3976004, ** 293 1461
1,1-Dichloroethane 10 34-41000** 2104 8169
Trans-1,2-Dichloroethene H 34-7100 482 1682
1,2-Dichloroethane 9 14-68000** 5887 17558
2-Butanone 7 1804,8,%*-400008, ** 5368 11033
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 15 4J-230000* 10252 44102
Trichloroethene 20 4J-430000%* 21525 83962
Benzene 19 4J-110 19 23
4-Methyl - 2-Pentanone 8 4J-64004, ¢ 354 1301
Tetrachloroethene 6 34-25004,%* 193 639
Toluene 26 17-140000** 9818 28420
Chlorobenzene 5 5-5200%* 203 999
Ethylbenzene 24 3J-76000J ,** 9789 20794
Total Xylenes 26 9-270000** - 3m27 84355

(1) Out of total 26 samples
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mesn calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected

4 Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable ccntamination
*¢ Anslyzed at medium concentration

NO Not detected

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
13
ND
ND

2




TABLE 3-7
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (6 - 8 FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND

Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3)

Number of Times Range of Detected
BNA_and PCB Parameters Petected (1)
Phenol 2 874-740
1,4-Dichltorobenzene 2 2403-23001 ,**
1,2-Dichlorobentene 4 494-17000**
I sophorone 2 443-T720
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 2 100J-210)
Naphthalene 24 794-7800%*
2-Methylnapthalene el $30J-6800**
fluorene 1" 633-380
Nexachlorabenzene 3 960-34000**
Phenanthrene 25 1104-47003 %+
Di-N-Butylphthalate 16 100J,8-24004, **
Butylbenzylphthalate 4 4504-49004 ¢
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 26 714-370000**
Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 12 643-220004*
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 5 543-29004,**
Dibenz{a, h)Anthracene 3 664-27004, %%
Benzo(g,h, i)Perylene 14 53J-45000**
Pesticides
4,44-p0DY 2 27-36
PCB's(4) 7 990-37000%*

(1) Out of total 26 sanmples
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Mean

Standard
Deviation (2)

Upper 95X Confidence Limit
in Background Semples (2)

32

9
748
29
12
1802
1639
83
1445
122
357
383
28086
1307
134
122
255

2230

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
(4) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

J Estimated value

** Analyzed st medium concentration
8 Found in laborstory blank, possible/probable contamination

ND Not detected

143
46
3266
138
&4
2101
1604
125
6532
1214
586
1133
76468
L2712
558
522
855

T245




TABLE 3-7
{con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN ONSITE SOILS (6 - 8 FT.) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times
Petected (1)

Range of Detected Mean Standard
Concentrations (2) Concentrations (2)(3) Deviation (2)

Upper 95X Confidence Limit

Inorganic Parameters in Background (2)

Arsenic 26 9.34-294 19 5 19
Barium 26 (35) -253 81 50 100
Beryllium 26 [0.45)-(1.8] 0.54 0.35 0.726
Chromium 26 8.8-29 17 4 18
Cobalt 26 71-5 15 8 13
Copper 26 19-66 30 9 29
Iron 26 20800- 48900 32462 7310 29572
Magnes fum 26 113401 -5140 3233 1060 27182
Nickel 26 116} -47 29 9 19
Potassium 26 [1220) -3450 1730 494 2161
2inc 26 41-195 90 35 113

(1) out of total 26 sanples

(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
R Spike recovery not within control limits

{ 1 Positive values less than the contract required detection limit

S Value determined by standard addition

J Estimated value




TABLE 3-8

SUMMARY OF ORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN
CEMENT PLANT SURFACE SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95% Upper 95X

Nunber of Range of Detected Mean Standard Confidence Limit Confidence Limit
Parameters Jimes Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentration (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Onsite Soil in Background
Soil
Volatiles
Methylene Chloride 6 2J-18 3 S 1007 ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 2 44-16 1 4 6750 ND
BNA and PCB
Naphthalene 7 2294-36000%* 3628 9476 3453 1438
2-Methylnaphthalene 1" 904-55000%+ 5353 16471 2719 1587
Dibenzofuren 4 57J-12000%* 1069 3174 96 349
Flourene 1 1004 8 27 146 23
Phenanthrene 7 1364-30000%* 3338 8029 1660 1091
Anthracene 2 25004,%%-55000,** 615 1559 659 49
Di-N-Butylphthalste 10 82)-16778 425 449 2324 86
Fluoranthene 5 1304-20000** 2689 6217 300 594
Pyrene S 1304-20000** 2459 5837 280 512
Benzo(a)Anthracene 4 190J-16000** 1787 4468 187 346
Big(2-ethylhexyl )Phthalate 2 3304-4694 41 147 218378 52
Chrysene 5 724-16000** 1999 4ns 227 423
Benzo(b) fluoranthene 4 2500-21000** 2511 6078 160 598
8enzo(k) fluoranthene 4 250J-21000** 2511 6078 82 598
Benzo(s)pyrene 4 1504- 10000+* 1258 2981 116 301
Indeno (1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 1 52004, ** 400 1386 32 150
Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 1 39004 ,** 300 1039 75 135
pPCa's [ 398-3100 887 1234 38305 ND

(1) Out of a total of 13 samples

(2) ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank

** Analyzed at medium concentration




TABLE 3-8
(con't)

SUMMARY OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN
CEMENT PLANT SURFACE SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95% Upper 95X

Nunber of Range of Detected Hean Standard Confidence Limit Confidence Limit
Parameters Jimes Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentrati 2)(3 Deviation n Onsite Soil in Background Soil (2
Arsenic 12 8.7-78 21 19 19 19
Barium 13 (51)-578 166 154 18 100
Calcium 13 1982) - 11400 198467 29892 11331 76
Copper 13 nn-n9 36 25 44 29
Iron 13 6620-51700 32186 12702 44152 29572
Mercury 6 0.1-0.52 0.13 . 0.16 Q.217 0.098
Nickel 12 (141-36 25 10 29 19
Sodium 5 (766} - [5090) 676 1343 222 143

(1) Out of a total of 13 samples
(2) wg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean catculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
[ Positive values less than the contract required detection limit

4 Estimated value
Estimated due to interferenc

R Spike recovery not within control timits




TABLE 3-9 =

SUMMARY OF ORGANIC PAKA!ETER§ IDENTIFIED IN
CEMENT PLANT SUBSURFACE SOILS (2 - 6 FEET) THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE : pEobere

Upper 95% Upper 95X
Nurber of Range of Detected Mean Standard Confidence Limit Confidence Limit

Parameters Times Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentration (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Onsite Soil (2) in Background Soil(2)
Volatiles

Methylene Chioride 3 23-97 20 38 907 )

BNA L PC8B

Isophorone 1 448 90 1 246 ND
Di-N-Butylphthalate 5 3034,8-13138 743 349 2324 86
Butylbenzylphthalate 1 684 14 27 1111 ND
Bis(2-ethylhexyl )phthalate 1 594 12 24 218378 52

PC8 S 170- 1240 628 483 38305 ND

(1) out of a total of 5 saaples

(2) ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
J Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank




TABLE 3-9
(con't)

SUMMARY OF INORGANIC PARAMETVERS IDENTIFIED IN .
CEMENT PLANT SUBSURFACE SOILS (2 - 6 FEET) VHAT EXCEED BACKGROUND
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Upper 95X
Number of Range of Detected Hean Standard Confidence Limit Confidence Limit
Parameters Times Detected (1) Concentrations (2) Concentration (2)(3) Deviation (2) in Onsite Soil (2) in Background Soil(2)
Cobalt S [14) - {23] 17 3 13 13
Copper ) 26-30 28 1 44 29
Magnesium 5 (2520} - 4890 3608 852 31468 2782
Nickel S (22)-40 32 é 29 19

(1) out of = total of 5 sanples

(2) mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for sample where psrameters not detected
[ ) Positive vatues tess than the contract required detection limit

E Estimated due to interference




SUMMARY LIST OF ORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN
EASTERN PERIMETER SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (2)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE ° '

TABLE 3-10

Upper 95% Upper 95X
Eastern Perimeter Soils Confidence Limit Conf idence
No. of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard in Onsite Limit in
Parameters Detected (1) Concentration Concentration(3) Deviation Surface Soils Background Soils
Volatiles
Toluene 7 49-28 1 9 15658 13
BNA Parameters
genzoic Acid 1 5004 56 157 699 297
Naphthalene 7 1254-2000 872 766 3453 1438
2-Methylnaphthalene 7 1254-3200 1329 187 2719 1587
Acenapthene 1 2404 27 7S 133 35
Dibenzofuran b 1204-870 260 310 96 349
fluorene ) 480 S3 151 1466 23
Phenanthene 7 204 4-8500 1334 1924 1660 1091
Anthracene 1 910 101 286 659 649
Di-n-butylphthalate 4 60J-10868 29 364 2324 86
Fluoranthene 5 864-7100 1.4 2192 300 59%%
Pyrene [ 13044700 685 1434 280 512
Butylbenzylphthalate 1 67 7 21 1111 ND
Benzo(a)Anthracene 4 884-3000 429 931 187 346
Bis(2-ethylhexyl )Phthalate 4 45J-2064 54 n” 218378 52
Chrysene 4 83J-2400 315 761 227 423
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 4 1204-3200 662 992 160 598
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 4 1204-3200 462 92 82 598
Benzo(a)Pyrene 3 414-1700 238 £33 ) 116 301
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 3 414-1700 238 531 32 150
Dibenz(a,h)Anthracene 2 894-410 55 128 ND 3
8enzo(g,h, {)Perylene 4 1204- 1200 194 368 175 135
PCB's 2 450-540 110 207 38305 ND
Notes:

———

(1) out of a total of 9 samples

(2) ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using rero for those samples where parameters were not detected

J Estimated value

8 Ffound in laboratory blank




TABLE 3-10
(con't)

SUMMARY L1ST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN
EASTERN PERIMETER SOILS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (2)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Upper 95X
Eastern Perimeter Soils Confidence Limit Conf idence
No. of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard in Onsite Limit in
Parameters Petected (1) Concentration Concentration(3) Deviation Surface Soils Background Soils
Aluninum 9 2300-12700 8169 2627 9640 11699
Arsenic 9 9.9-20 13 3 19 19
fGarium 9 {531-295 134 I 18 100
Beryllium 7 £.52)-1.3 529 366 0.729 0.726
Cadmium 4 {2.8)-4.2 2 2 [} 3
Calcium 9 {402) - 19700 4706 5883 11334 7316
Chromiun 9 15-22 18 3 32 18
Cobalt 9 15)-(15) 1 3 13 13
Copper 9 29-56 3% 7 “ 29
Iron 9 26100-40600 3o211 4452 44152 29572
Lead 9 17-241 % 85 49 117
Magnesium 9 (S151-4700 2742 1126 3168 27182
Mangeanese 9 544-13504 512 394 452 1003
Mercury S 2-1. 272 347 0.217 0.098
Nickel 9 [181-30 24 5 29 19
Potassium ? (1190] - [2230) 1826 323 1923 2161
Selenium 1 3.3 0 1 0 ND
Silver 4 (2.714,R-[6.51J,R 2 2 1 S
Sodium 6 (6741 - (1150) 5681 438 222 143
Tin 2 [16) - (22} 4 8 7 ND
vanadium 9 £16) - 125) 20 3 3 26
2ine 9 36-380 155 114 205 13
Notes:

(1) out of & total of 9 samples

(2) mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
{ ) Positive values less than the contract required detection limit
R Spike recovery not within control limits

§ value determined by standard addition
J Estimated value




TABLE 3-11

SUMMARY LIST OF ORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIHtg IN ONSITE SURFACE MWATER
SUMNIT NATIONAL SITE

¥o. of Tipes Range of Detected Nean Standard Upper 95%

Parameters Detect Concentrations Concentration Deviation Confidence Limit
Voletiles

Methylene Chloride 4 28,4-51 9 19 28
Acetohe é 308,4-4000 1324 1857 3273
1,1-Dichloroethane 2 34 1 1 2
1,2-Dichloroethane 4 38-860 295 389 704
2-Butanane 3 118-168 .- . .-
1,1,1-Trichlorosthsne 3 5-66 13 24 38
4-Rethyl - 2- pentanone 1 78 NA NA NA
Tetrachloroethene 1 24 NA NA NA
Toluene 3 1J-120 21 45 o7
Chlorobenzene 1 59 NA NA NA
Total Xylenes 3 14-100 W 37 56
BNAs

Phenol 2 84-12 3 5 ]
Aniline 2 227-2: 76 108 190
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 1 494 ~NA NA NA
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 1 244 . NA NA NA
Hexachloroethane 1 143 NA NA NA
{sophorone 2 12-13 4 6 1q
Benzoic Acid 1 474 NA NA NA
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalaste 6 78,4-258 .- .- ..
Benzo(b)f luorenthene 1 1] NA ] NA
Benzo(k)F luoranthene 1 1) NA 1 NA
Benzola)Pyrene 1 &d NA 1 NA
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 1 3 NA 1 NA
Dibenz(a, h)Anthracene 1 3 NA 1 NA
Benzol(g,h,i)Perylene 1 3 NA 1 NA

Pesticides/PCB's

None Detected

All values expressed in parts per billion (ppb) unless otherwise noted

Based on tatal of six samples

Mean is calculated using zero for semples where parameters not detected
Analyte found in Laboratory blenk as well; indicates possible/probable laboratary contamination
Estimated value
ALl values shaw lsboratory contamination and statistically treated as zero

NA  Not applicable; only one vatue




TABLE 3-~11
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC AND SAS PARAMETERS IOEN!IHED IN ONSITE SURFACE MWATER
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

No. of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard Upper 95X Area &
Parameters Detect Concentrations Concentration Deviation Confidence Limit USGS (1981)
Inorganic Parameterg
Aluminum 5 200-39800 9932 14746 25409 NA
Ant imony 2 62-121 31 46 )/ NA
Arsenic 2 25-27 9 12 22 NA
Sarium 3 9.9-25 10 11 21 NA
Beryllium 2 5-7.9 2 3 5 NA
Cadmium 3 9-35 1 13 25 NA
Calcium [ 139000- 297000E 216283 63373 282800 NA
Chromium 3 4.2-28 9 1 21 NA
Cobalt 4 13-123 37 45 84 NA
Copper 4 11122 3 51 9% NA
lron 8 3030- 68500 23332 26386 51026 0-27000
Hagnesium [ 32500- 120000 TI647 34140 113480 NA
Manganese 6 3740-8100 6380 1681 8145 0-4900
Nickel [ 20-322 12 114 232 NA
Potassium [ ] 3670-12400 8155 3308 11627 NA
Selenium 1 16 .- .- - NA
Sodium [ 14700-72100 44833 23674 69682 NA
2inc é 202- 1660 749 630 11 NA
SAS Parameters
Ammonia as N (mg/l) 2 4.5-4.6 3 2 8 NA
Chloride (mg/l) 3 47-123 85 3" 162 NA
Suspended Sol ids (mg/l) 3 7-41 18 16 58 NA
Dissolved Sol ids (mg/t) 3 1320-2210 1873 3194 2853 NA
Sul fate (my/l) 3 850-1330 1160 220 1705 1.0-2500
Acidity (mg/l) 3 43-320 137 130 459 NA
Field Parameters
pH (stendard units) 6 3.4-6.5 .- -- -- 3.3-9.2
Specific Conductance (ushos/cm) 6 1050- 2000 1463 398 2163 30- 14500

Notes:

; All values expressed in parts per billion (ppb) unless otherwise noted

Based on totsl of six samples except for SAS parameters which were analyzed in three samples

Mean is calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected

£ value is estimated due to interference

NA Not available
Not applicable




TABLE 3-12

SUMMARY LIST OF ORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN OFFSITE SURFACE MATER THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMMIY NATIONAL SITE

Concentration Concentration Concentrstion Concentration Concentration Concentration Range of Concentration
in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second Detected in

Paramcters Ditch-Upstream Ditch-Dounstream® Drainage Ditch Drainage Ditch(3) Impoundment(3)  Impoundment Onsite Surface Water
Volatiles
Vinyl Chioride ND £ ND ND NO ND ND
Methylene Chloride 14,8 258 N 15 ND 2),8 28,J-51 *
Acetone 178 15,4 3100 13 ND 188 308,4-4000 -
1,1-Dichloroethane NO 3% ND ND ND ND 3 -
Trans-1,2-dichloroethene N0 n 5 D ND ND ND -
1,2-0Dichloroethane ND n 500 ND 16 1" 38-860-
2-Butanone 198 38 158 ) N 188
1,1,1-Trichloroethane ND 29 ND ND ND ND 53166
Trichloroethene NO & ND ND ND ND o
&-Methyl - 2-pentanone ND NO 58 [+ (1] N0 78
Toluene NO | NO ND NO 13 'IJiIZO
Chlorobenzene ND 2 NO N ND ) 50
BNAs
Phenol ND 107 7 N0 NO ND 84-12
Aniline ND N 283 ND ND N 227-231
Isophorone ND [ 14 N NO N 12-13
8enzoic Acid ND N 314 ND ] N 47)
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

Phthalate 64,8 128,4 148,4 258 138 108 .-
Notes:

(1) Maximum concentration in particular sres

(2) uUnits in ppb

(3) 1984 sample only - dry in 1986

Estimated velue
1984 sample -
Not detected

6 [ 3 Sy - )

o

Only one sample

Analyte found in laboratory blank as well; indicates possible/probable laboratory contamination
represents low flow or worst case

All values show laboratory contamination and statistically treated as zero
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TABLE 3-12
(con't)

(

SUMMARY LIST OF IMORGAWIC AND SAS PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN OFFSITE SURFACE WATER THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMHIT NATIONAL SITE

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Range of Concentra-
Inorganic in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second tion Detected in Area 4
Perameters Ditch-Upstream Ditch-Downstrean® Drainage Ditch Drainage Ditch(3) Impoundment(3) Impoundment Onsite Surface Water UsGs (1981)
Aluminum 34300 570 10400 201580 ) 243 200- 39800 NA
Ant imony NO ] % 178 ] [} 62-121 NA
Arsenic ND ND 38¢+,8 NO ND NO 25-27 NA
Barium {76) N 220 ()] N 121 9.9-25 NA
Cedmium ND N 9 6 N 5 9-35 NA
Calcium 3856000€ 383000€ 364000E 206600 105700 237300 139000-297000E  NA
Chromium 1 N 22 N0 ND NO £.2-28 NA
Cobalt 18.71 23] 115) 173 ND ND 13-123 NA
Copper 116) 110) 28 70 100 19.4) 11-122 NA
Iron 17200 8520 131000 17560 1500 21100 3030-68500 27000
Ragnesium 112000 92900 130000 67700 32510 68810 32500- 120000 NA
Manganese 5170 3570 8000 19000 900 4700 3740-8100 4900
Nickel 9.91 &2 &6 172 N NO 20-322 NA
Potassium 20400 9700 11700 4510 4040 18900 3670- 12400 NA
Sodium 130000 142000 312000 37300 34400 64200 14700- 72100 NA
Vanadium 5.6) )] 18.3) ND NO ND ND NA
2inc 155 40 320 930 104 s 202- 1660 NA
SAS Parameters
Yotal Alkalinity (CnCOl) 287 195 343 .- . 48 ND NA
Avmonia as N (mg/l) 2.3 2.6 13 .- 0.9 £.5-4.6 NA
Chloride (mg/l) 293 144 242 -- - » 47-123 NA
Suspended Solids (mg/l) 486 33 456 .- . 2 T-41 NA
Dissolved Solids (mg/l) 2410 2320 2900 -- - 1060 1320-2210 NA
Sulfste (mg/l) 1270 1200 1490 .- .- 536 850-1330 2500
Field Parameters ‘
pH (standard units) 6.0 6.5 4.0 3.0 5.6 5.5 NA 3.3-9.2
Sp. Cond. (uwhos/cm) 2400 13135 3000 1640 940 1210 1050-2000 14500

Notes:

(1) Maximm concentration in particular area
(2) units in ppb unless otherwise noted

(3) 1984 sanple only - dry in 1986
1 ) Positive values less than the contract required detection limit
E value is estimated due to interference

Not available

NA

+ Correlation coefficient for method of standard addition is less than 0.995
S value is determined by standard addition
L]
ND

1986 sample -
Not detected
Not analyzed

represents low flow or worst case
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TABLE 3-13

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN WEST POND SEDIMENT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean

Volatile Parameters e oncentr, Concentrat
Kethylene Chioride 6 50-41000* 6263
Acetone 2 300A-2600%* 322
1,1-Dichloroethene 3 13-16 5
1,1-Dichloroethane 1 86 10
Trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 1 oA 1
1,2-Dichloroethane 8 3J-8900%* 2426
2-Butanone 3 12000%* - 18000** 5000
1,1,1-Trighloroethane 7 S0A-2500A, ** 470
Trichioroethene 3 10-500%* 58
Toluene & 12A- 174000 * 23335
Chlorobenzene 3 8J-1000** 183
Ethylbenzene é 16A-28000%* 8037
Total Xylenes 5 4J-92000%* 29023

(1) Out of total 9 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using 2ero for samples shere parsmeters not detected
J  Estimated value

8 Found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
** Analyzed at medium corcentration

ND Not detected

A Detected below quantitation limit

Standard

iati

12574
811

7

27

3
3408
7211
T47
156
53791
345
10817
39332

Upper 95X Upper 95X
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit

in Onsite in Background
Surface So Sojl les(2) U

1007 ND

26222 ND

2 ND

2 NO

22 [ 1]

4730 NO

3429 ND

4499 ND

15782 ND

15658 13

\77 ND

11189 NO

44161 2

Maximm
Concentration in
ream Sediment(?2

EEEEEESEEEEED
E o




TABLE 3-13
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BHA AND PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFLED
IN WEST POND SEDIMENT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Upper 95X
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Haxinum

Nunber of Times Aange of Detected Mean Standard in Onsite in Background Concentration in
BNA and PCB Perameters tect oncentrations evi Surface Sojls Samples Upstream Sediment(2
N-Nitrosodipherylamine 2 82623- 115464 2201 4190 149 ND 409)
Kexachlorobentene 2 2400-2700A 567 1062 18438 61 5183
Bis(2-ethylhexyl )Phthalate 9 $12084-87000 36707 26376 218378 52 1974
0i-n-Octyl Phthalate 3 2300-9400 1933 3206 15056 NO ND
PCBs (&) S 1100A-35000C 6022 10597 38305 [ ND

(1) Out of total 9 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for semples where parmmeters not detected
(4) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

J Estimated value

A Detected below quantitation limit

ND Not detected

C Pesticide parameter confirmed by GC/MS
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TABLE 3-13
(con't)
SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED

IN WEST POND SEDIMENTS THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95% Upper 95X
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Maximm

Number of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard in Onsite in Background Concentration in
Inorganic Parameters Retected(l) Concentretions(?) Concentrations(2)(3) Oevistion Surfsce Soits(2) Soil Samples(2) Upstream Sediment(?)
Antimony ) 1488 16 47 35 4 ND
Chromium 9 15R-55R 32 14 32 18 10
Copper 9 16R-57 37 13 &b 29 un
Iron 9 34354-T2667 47789 11250 44152 29512 25682
Cysnide 4 2.1R-25R 4 8 7 1.186 ND
Mercury 4 .16- .3 .094 A 0.27 0.098 N0
Nickel 9 [15)-37a 23 6 29 19 308
Sodium - 4 (793) - (1310) 482 556 222 143 ND
Vanadium 9 (141 - [35)R 26 7 3 26 {24]R
2inc 9 TIR,E-915R E 263 259 205 13 85R,E

(1) Out of total 9 samples

(2) units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for semples where parameters not detected
[ ) Positive values less than the contract required detection limit

R Spike sample recovery is not within control limits

€ Estimated due to presence of interference




TABLE 3-14

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN EAST POND SEDIMENT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95X Upper 95X
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Maximum

Nurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard in Ongite in Background Concentration in
Volatile Parameters Petected oncen Concentrations 3 at ce $oil oil Samples(2 tream Sediment(?2
Methylene Chloride [ 8J,8-8708 34 310 1007 1] 230
Acetone 5 468-510A 180 199 26222 N ND
1,1-Dichloroethane 3 69-2261 534 854 2 ND ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 2 13115- 14608 4246 6778 6750 ND ND
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 4 30.5A-787 243 343 4499 ND 5084
Trichloroethene 2 10-20 3 7 15782 ND ND
8enzene 2 104-25 S 9 4 ND L]
Chlorobenzene 4 20A-329 95 "7 7 ND ND
Ethylbenzene 3 24A- 146 35 32 11189 NO NO
Totsl Xylenes 2 43-67 16 26 46161 2 ND

(1) Out of total 7 samples

(2) Units ug/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated wing zero for semple where parameters not identified
Estimated value

foud in leboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
Not detected

Detected below quantitation limit

>6¢l.




TABLE 3-14
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF BNA AND PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN EAST POND SEDIMENT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Upper 95% Upper 95X
Confidence Limit Confidence Limit Maximum

Hurber of Times Range of Detected Mean Standard in Onsite in Background Concentration in
Semi-Volatile Parametery [ trations(2) Concentrations{2)(3 eviation rface Soils(2 ofl § es Upstream Sediment(2
and PCBs
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 3 4904-229514 3505 7948 149 ND 4094
Hexachtorobenzene 2 5184-1080A 228 k{4 18438 61 5184
Di-n-butylphthalate 2 25218-67148 1319 2368 2324 86 23488
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate 7 9244-291808 70076 95172 218378 52 w7
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate ) 3394-55378) 1" 18792 15056 ND N
PCBs (&) 3 8171-21000 4748 7236 38305 ND NO

(1) Out of total 7 samples
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight
(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
(4) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254
J Estimated value
8 Found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
ND Not detected
Detected below quantitation limit
8 Ffound in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probsble contamination




TABLE 3-14
(con't)

SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED

IN EAST POND SEDIMENT THAT EXCEEDED BACKGROUND SOILS
SUMMIT NATIORAL SITE

s Upper 95X Upper 95X

Confidernce Limit Confidence Limit Maximum

Number of Times Range of Detected Hean Standard in Ongite in Background Concentration in
[norganic Parameterg entratjons Concentrations Devistion Surfece Sojl Soil l tream Sediment(?2
Ant imony 2 68- (85]1R 22 35 35 4 ND
Barium 7 [821R- 1151} 106 25 118 100 1128)
Chromium 7 1&®-73 & 18 32 18 10
lron 7 30728-118000 57806 38168 44152 29572 25682
Cyanide 2 3R-74R 1 26 7 1.186 NO
Mercury ¢ A7-.29 0.13 119 0.217 0.098 ND
Nickel 6 (21)R- [38] 24 1 29 19 30R
Sodium 2 (1870] - [1960) 567 845 222 143 ND
linc T 100R,E- 1570 Y4 470 205 13 85R,E

(1) Oout of total 7 samples

(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

(3) Mean calculated using zero for samples where parameters not detected
R Spike recovery not within control limits

{ ) Positive values less than the contract required detection limit

E  Value {3 estimated due to the presence of interference




TABLE 3-15

SUMMARY LIST OF VOLATILE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN OFFSITE SEDIMENTS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Max imum Upper 95%
Concentration Concentration  Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Confidence Limit

volatile in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second in Upstream in Background
Parameters Ditch-Upatream Ditch-Downgtresm Drainsge Pitch PDraipage Ditch  Impoundment  lmpoundment Sediment (2)  Soil Semples (2)
Methylene Chloride 340 400 2788 670 .- . 230 ND
Acetone 229 ND ND 648 1400 154 ND NO
Trans-1,2-Dichloro-

ethene NO 290 ND ND ND ND ND NO
1,2-Dichloroethane ND ND 240 ND ND ND ND ND
1,1,1-Trichtoro-

ethane 8634 NO ND ND 27 423 5084 NO
Trichloroethene NO 110A ND ND ND ND ND ND
Benzene ND 3 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Toluene 97 ND ND ND ND ND ND 13
Total Volatiles(3) 1229 780 3 670 1600 160 514 NA

(1) Maximum concentrations in particular ares
(2) Units ug/kg dry weight
(3) Based on highest single satple in particular area
J Estimated value
A Detected betow quantitation Llimit
8 found in laboratory blank, indicates possible/probable contamination
ND  Not detected
NA Not applicable
Detected below background




TABLE 3-15
(con't)

SUMMARY L1ST OF BNA AND PESTICIDE/PCB PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED
IN OFFSITE SEDIMENTS THAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Maximum Upper 95X

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Confidence Limit
Semi-volatile 1n South in South in tower East in East in First in Second in Upstream in Background
Parameters Ditch-Upstream Ditch-Downstream Drainage Ditch Drainage Ditch 1 mpoundment { mpoundment Sediment Soil_Samples (2)
Phenol 5584 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
1,2:Dichlorobenzene ND 680A NO KD ND ND ND ND
4-Methyl phenot w7 ND ND ND XD ND N ND
Naphthalene 1600 800A ND ND 2100 470A ND 1438
2-Methytnapthatene 630A 1200A 1] 430A 2400A S80A N0 1587
Acenapthylene 1100A ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Acenapthene 1300A ND ND ND ND ND ND 35
Dibenzofuran 2100A 1834 ND ND 370A ND NO 349
Fluorene 3100 ND ND ND ND ND ND 23
N-Nitrosodiphenyla-

mine 8094 ND ND ND 1727 809J 4094 ND
Hexachlorobenzene ND ND ND ND ND 2800 5184 61
Phenanthene 6400 T10A ND NO 1700A 470A NO 1091
Di-N-Butylphthalate 5121) ] 73368 .. 846368 43138 23488 86
Fluoranthene 24000 ND ND 670 3094 ND ND 594
Pyrene ' 16000 ND ND G40A 3594 KD NO 512
Benzo(a)Anthracens 9000 ND ND NO ND ND ND 346
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

Phthalate 7044 15000 26000 ND 59094 9978,4 1974 52
Chrysene 16000 590A ND NO NO ND NO 423
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 13000 ND ND 640A ND ND ND 598
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 413) NO ND ND ND ND ) 598
Benzo(a)Pyrene 7300 ND ND ND ND ND ND 301
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)

Pyrene 5200 L] ND ND ND ND NO 150
Dibenz(s,h)Anthracene 5400 ND ND ND ND ND ND 3
Benzo(g,h,{)Perylene 6900 ND ND NO ND ND [} 135
Pesticides
Heptachlor Epoxide ND ND ND ND 8.1 ND ND ND
PCBs (&) ND 4200A ND ND ND ND ND ND
Jotal BNAS (3): 124530 15480 26000 2340 20517 26800 3128 NA

(1) Maximan corcentrations in particular area

(2) Units wg/kg dry weight

(3) Based on highest single sample in particular area

(&) Arochlor 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254

J Estimated value

8 tound in laboratory blank, possible/probable contamination
ND  Not detected

A Detected below quantitation Limit

- Detected betuw backgrownd




TABLE 3-15
{(con't)
SUMMARY LIST OF INORGANIC PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED

IN OFFSITE SEDIMENTS VHAT EXCEED BACKGROUND (1) (2)
SUMMIT MATIONAL SITE

Haximm Upper 95X

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Confidence Limit
Inorganic in South in South in Lower East in East in First in Second in Upstream in Background
Parameters Ditch-Upstream Dftch-Downgtream Orainage Ditch Drainage Ditch 1 spoundment Impoundment Sediment Soil Sanples (2)
Aluminum 13800 17600 16700 10556 15431 22,300 9560 11699
Antimony NO ND 143 52 ND ND NO 4
Arsenic 19 &3 38 28 39 54 1] 19
Bariun 145 165 .- .- 170 - 1128) 100
Cadmium 4.6 14 19 18 ] 8.1 17 NO 3
Calcium 11800 17236 {10500) . 84400 15,420) 12855) 7316
Chromium 24 41 55 2 20 36 10 18
Cobalt 21 132) {201 .- T {14) (25) {18)R 13
Copper 48 89 74 66 . : 42 35 ne 29
Iron 49000 112000 92589 166000 41600 113877 25682 29572
tead 1314 n 35 134 : 42 49 20 117
Cyanide ND 2.4 ND ND ND ND ND 1.186
Hagnes ium (3980) {50001 .. .- ' 18897 (8,240) 3247 2782
Manganese 855 2810 1500 248 2014 S42 TR 1003
Mercury NO 0.15 ND ND ND 0.24 NO 0.098
Nickel (381 S1 49 .. (401 1391 3J0R 19
Potassium 119501 [2450) (2090) [1574) [6410) {3,180} (8431 2161
Sodium NO 11760) 167201 {1520) [3260) (1,830) NO 143
vanadium [24) (36)R (28) [341R 37 [((}))] [24)R 26
linc 235 355 1254 134 ris 200 85R,E 13

(1) Maximum concentration in particular area

(2) Units mg/kg dry weight

R  Spike recovery not within control limits

[ ] Positive values less than the contract required detection limit
€ Estimated due to presence of interference

-- Detected below background

ND Not detected




TABLE 3-16

SUMMARY LIST OF PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN BURIED DRUMS
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

No. of
Drunms

Parameter ange Detected In
Volatiles
Chloromethane 20,000 1
Methylene Chloride 5,700B,**-]1 800,000B,J 8
Acetone 1,600B,**-4,800,000B 7
Trans-1,2-Dichloro-

ethene 3703 ,**-72,000 2
Chloroform 620B,J-770B, ** 3
1,2-Dichlorocethane 3,100%%* 1
2-Butanone 5,400B, **-84,0008,J 6
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1,5003-19,000J 4
Trichlorcethene 1,400J-140,000 4
Benzene 1,2000 1
Toluene 2,000J-340,000 8
Chlorobenzene 15,000J-110,000 2
Ethylbenzene 5703-190,000 5
Styrene 370,000 1
Total Xylenes 650J,**-840,000 6
Base/Neutrals and Acids
Phenol 8,200J,** 1
Naphthalene 85,000J 1
Di-n-Butylphthalate 5,700J,**-28,000J 2
Pyrene 2,900J, *=* 1
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

Phthalate 21,000%** 1
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 43,000**=100,000%=* 1
Pesticides/PCB’s
None Detected
Inorganics
Aluminum 2,790-16,500 3
Cadmium 88R-139R 2
Calcium 2,700-6,240 6
Chromium 68 1
Copper 69.7-527 2



TABLE 3-16

{(con't)

No. of

Drums
Parameter Range Detected In
Iron 226-25,700F 6
Cyanide 768-1,330F 2
Magnesium 809-2,340 4
Manganese 60.6-982 3
Nickel 55-241 8
Silicon 897~49,700E 5
Titanium , 602-979 2
Zinc 111-198,000 4

Notes:

Organic results expressed in ug/kg; inorganic results
expressed in mg/kg dry weight

B Analyte found in laboratory blank; indicates
possible/probable laboratory contamination

E Value is estimated due to the presence of interference

F Sample concentration is greater than four times the
spike value

** Sample analyzed at medium concentration



TABLE 3-17

SUMMARY LIST OF PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN TANK A

Parameter

Volatiles

Methylene Chloride
Acetone

2-Butanone

Benzene

Toluene
Ethylbenzene

Total Xylenes

SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Range

6,300B-1,200,0008B,J

36,000B-9,500, 000B
72,0008
43,000-13,000, 000
64,000-54,000, 000
6,000-10, 000,000
32,000-55,000, 000

Base/Neutrals and Acids

Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Acenaphthene
Fluorene

- Pentachlorophenol
Phenanthrene
Anthracene
Di-n-butylphthalate
Pyrene
Benzo(a)Anthracene
Chrysene

Benzo(b) Fluoranthene
Benzo (k) Fluoranthene

Pesticides/PCB’s
None Detected

Inorganics

Aluminum
Calcium
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesium
Manganese
Silicon

12,0007, **~360,000%*
11,0000, *%*~470,000%*

28,0007, **
4,200, %*
34,0007, %*
34,000%*

4,000T,**
28,000F, **
4,7003,**
2,000J,%*
2,8007, **
2,300J, **

1,600J, **

6,210
l1,680-2,680
120

162,000F

460

871

331
2,160-21,900E

Phases
Detected

HH3AX 3

huntunnhnHKununnwdxgag

ke ke i e R e ]
< 4

ke 4



TABLE 3-18

SUMMARY OF PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED IN TANK BY INCINERATOR
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

No. of
Samples

Parameter Range Detected
Volatiles
Methylene Chloride 110,000B 2
1,1-Dichloroethene 50,000J 1
2-Butanone 250,000-270,000 2
1,1,1-Trichlorocethane 3,120,000-3,550,000 2
Toluene 240,000-260,000 2
Ethylbenzene 140,000-160,000 2
Total Xylenes 250,000 1
Base/Neutrals and Acids
Phenol 67,0000 1l
4-Methylphenol 525,000-664,000 2
2,4-Dimethylphenol 101,000-109,000 2
Naphthalene 23,0007-24,000J 2
Phenanthrene 25,0000 1
Anthracene 25,000J-28,0007 2
Di-n-butylphthalate 16,000J-112,000 2
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

Phthalate 281,000-298,000 2
Pesticides/PCB’s
Delta-BHC 6,250** 1
Aldrin 4,750%* 1
Endosulfan I 1,700%%* 1
4,4’~-DDE 1,800%* 1
Inorganjcs
Aluminum 699-803 2
Barium 88-89 2
Cadmium 2.4-7.9 2
Chromium 189R-202R 2
Copper 28 2
Iron 2050 2
Lead 168-195 2



TABLE 3-18

(con't)

No. of

Samples
Parameter Range Detected
Manganese 14-17 2
Sodium 4,760-4,800 2
Thallium [2.3] 1
Tin 18R 1
Zinc 67-71 2

Notes:

Based on duplicate samples TK001001 and TK001002 from
11/14/84

Organic results expressed in ug/kg; inorganic results
expressed in mg/kg dry weight.

B Analyte found in laboratory blank; indicates
possible/probable laboratory contamination

J An estimated value

R Spike sample recovery is not within control limits

** Sample analyzed at medium concentration

[] Positive values less than the contract required
detection limit



TABLE 3-19

ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN AIR SAMPLES
SUMMIT NATIONAL SITE

Sample No. So1 S02 S03 S04 S05 S06
Location Downwind Midrange Upwind Downwind Midrange Upwind
Date Sampled 9/12/84 9/12/84 9/12/84 9/13/84 9/13/84 9/13/84

Front Back Front Back Front Back Front Back Front Back Front Back
Tetrachloroethene -- --  <0,001 <0.001 <0.001 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Toluene -- --  <0,001 .- <0.001 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Notes:

All concentrations reported in parts per million (ppm)
-- Not detected

Front - fFront section of charcoal tube

Back - Back section of charcoal tube
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stisate
Alternative 2
Resident Relocation with Monitoring

Item Capital finnual i Present Worth 30 Years
Cost ain : OtM/Replacemesent
: k) 4 5 102
WATSON RELOCATION :
Move Watson Residence 421,000 }
Extend Site Boundary $20, 000 !
Extend Site Fence $20, 000 $1,000 ‘% $20, 000 $15, 000 9,000
MONTTORING ;
Runoff Monitori . $16,000 | $310, 000 $250, 000 $150, 000
Groundwater Monitoring $32,000 $54,000 @ 41,100,000 4830, 000 510, 000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $93,000 $1, 400,000  $1, 100,000 $670, 000
Health and Safety (10%) $9, 000
Bid Contigency (15%) $14, 000
Scope Contingency (20%)
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $120,000
Perwitting & Legal (5%) $6, 000
Services Uuring Construction (8%) $10, 000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST 4140, 000
Engineering ¢ Design (10%) $14, 000
TOTAL CRPITAL COSTS $150, 000
PRESENT NORTH $1,600,000  $1,300,000 $820, 000
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II.
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TABLE 4-2

Cost Estimate Summary

Alternative 3
Capping with Drum and Tank Incineration

Iten Capital Prrual Present Worth 30 Years
gtn ' 0tM/Replacemenent
! 4 10%

BENERAL SITE PREPARATION :
Decontamination Facility $10, 000 H
Move Watson Residence $21, 000 {
Extend Site Boundary $20, 000 !
Extend Site Fence $20, 000 41,000 | $20, 000 $15, 000 43, 000
Reroute S, Drainage Ditch $73, 000 H
Diversion Bers $30, 000 H
Desolition of Site Structures 454, 000 H
Removal & Incineration of Drums & Tanks $1 300, :
Regrading le f
MILTI-LAYER CAP :
Clay Layer $670, 000 !
HOPE Liner $310, 000 45,000 | 498, 000 $77,000 $47,000
Drainage Layer H
Vegetative Soil Layer 3580, ! $250,000 $180, 000 $86, 000
Revegetation $20, 000 $1,000 ‘: $55, 000 $40, 000 $21,000 #
EROUNDWATER :
Slurry Wall $690, 000 )
Wells in Water Table Aquifer $1,200,000 180,000 ! $3,500,000 $2,800,000 $1,700,000
Dil Skimmers $90, 000 '
Wells in Upoer Intersediate Unit 482, 000 $15,000 | $290,000 $230, 000 $140, 000
S Year Pump Replacement . f $810, 000 $610, 000 $340, 000
WATER TREATMENT :
Total System 50 5PM $250, 000 $87, 000 5 $1,700,000 1,300,000 $820, 000
MONITORING :
Mobile Laboratory $97, 000 :
Runoff )lomtormg $16,000 } $310, 000 $250, 000 $150, 000
Groundwater Monitoring 432,000 $34,000 ! $1,100,000 $430, 000 $510, 000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $6, 000, 000 49,100,000  $6,300,000  $3, 800,000
g Sy o0 e
i i

pe Contingency. (20%) * $1,200, 000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $8, 700, 000
P!nittin&'t Legal (5%) $440, 000
Services [uring Construction (8%) $700, 000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTRTION COST $10, 000, 000
Engineering ¢ Design (10%) $1, 000, 000
TOTAL CRPITAL COSTS 411, 000, 000
PRESENT WORTH $19, 000,000 $17,000,000 $15, 000,000

¢ Present worth calculated assuming replacesent of 30% topsoil, regrading, and revegetating every 10 yrs.
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TABLE 4-3

Cost Estimate Sumsary

Alternative 4
RCRA Landfill for Yadose Soil

Item Capital fnnual | Present Worth 30 Years
Cost atnm H 02N/ Repl acemement
H Ky ) b7 § 10x

GENERAL SITE PREPARATION !
Decontamination Facility $14, 000 H
Move Hatson Residence $21,000 \
Extend Site Bourdary $20, 000 H
Extend Site Fence $20, 000 $1,000 | $20, 000 $15, 000 $9, 000
Reroute S. Drainage Ditch $75, 000 !
Diversion Bera $30, 000 :
Desolition of Site Structures $54, 000 H
Removal § Incineration of Druss & Tanks $1 300, i
EXCAVATION t PLACEMENT OF CONTAMINATED SODIL ;
Excavation $580, 000 :
Gradxng Waste Pit ’ $190, 000 \
Backfill Contawinated Soil and Comoact  $1,100,000 :
DOUBLE LINER SYSTEM :
Clay Layer $670, 000 )
Drainage System y !
HOPE Liner $520, 000 45,000 | $98, 000 $77,000 $47, 000
Geotextile $180, 000 E
MILTI-LAYER CAP 5
Clay Layer $670, 000 !

Liner $310, 000 $3,000 | $98, 000 $77,000 $47, 000
lhinage Layer $220, 000 H
Vegetative 11 Layer $580, 000 H $250, 000 $180, 000 $86,000 #
Revegetation ) $20, 000 $1,000 E $355, 000 $40, 000 $21,000 +
GROUNDRATER ; |
Slurry Wall $690, 000 :
Wells in Water Table Aquifer $1,200,000  $180,000 | $3,500,000 42,800,000 $1,700,000
Qil Skimmers $90, 000 ‘
Wells in Upper Intermediate Unit $82, 000 $15,000 | $290, 000 $230, 000 $140, 000
3 Year Pump Replacement 5 $810, 000 3610 000 X
WATER TREATMENT i
Total System SO 5P $250,000  $87,000 { $1,700,000 $1,300,000  $820,000
MONITORING :
Mobile Laboratory 9190, 000 1
Runoff Momitoring $16,000 ! $310,000  $250,000  $150,000
Sroundwater Monitoring $32,000  $54,000 ! 41,100,000  $830,000 510,000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $9, 400, 000 $8,200,000  $6,400,000 $3,900,000
Health ard Safety (10%) $340, 000
Bid Conti (131) $1 400.
Scope ingency (20%) 31 900, 000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $14, 000, 000
P!rnttmgur Legal (5%) $700, 000
Services During Construction (8%) $1, 100, 000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST $16, 000, 000
Engineering & Design (10%) $1, 600, 000
TOTAL CRPITAL COSTS $18, 000, 000
PRESENT WORTH A $26,000,000 $24,000,000 $22, 000,000

# Present worth calculated assuming replacesent of 30% topsoil, regrading, and revegetating every 10 yrs.



Cost Estimate Suamar
Alternative §

v

Incineration of Hotspot Soil

TABLE 4-4
;;;;--- o Cagital fnnual ¢ Present North 30 Years
ost oL ] 0kM/Replaceaenent
: 31 5% 101
I. BENERAL SITE PREPARATION :
Decontamination Facility $14,000 $4,500 1 $24,000 $23,000 $20,000 $
Move Watson Residence $21,000 H
Extend Site Boundary $20,000 :
Extend Site Fence $20,000 $1,000 ¢ $20,000 $15,000 $3,400
Rercute 5. Drainage Ditch $75,000 :
Diversion Bers $30,000 $5,000 | $27,000 $25,000 $22,000 3
Deaplition of Site Structures $54, 000 :
Buildings for Incinerator $120,000 :
Soil Storage Building $44,000 5
I1. INCINERATION ;
Capital 1,300,000 !
Naintenance $90,000 ¢ $270,000 $250,000 $220,000 §
Bperation $1,800,000 | $9,800,000 $9,100,000  $7,800,000 $
111. EXCAVATION & LOADING OF E
CONTAMINATED MATERIAL ;
Drue Excavation/Classification $580, 000 !
Soil Excavation $180,000 '
S0i]1 Handling and Loading $200, 000 H
Backfill Ash and Compact $170,000 3
IV, DOUBLE LINER SYSTEM E
Clay Layer $170,000 :
Drainage Systes $67,000 i
HOPE Liner $130,000 $3,000 1 $59,000 $46,000 $28,000
Geotextile $45,000 a
V. MULTI-LAYER CAP ;
Clay tayer $470,000 '
HDPE Liner $310,000 $3,000 ! $98,000 $77,000 $47,000
Drainage Layer $220,000 i
Vegetative Soil Layer $580,000 : $2350,000 $180,000 $84,000 14
Revegetation $20,000 $1,000 1 455,000 $40, 000 $21,000 ¢
Y1. GROUNDWATER E
Slurry ¥all $690,000 !
Wells in Water Table Aquifer $1,200,000  $1B0,000 | $3,500,000  $2,800,000 $1,700,000
0il Skimmers $90,000 '
Wells in Upper Intersediate Unit $82,000 $13,000 ¢ $290,000 $230,000 $140,000
S Year Pump Replaresent 5 $810,000 $610,000 $340,000
VI1. WATER TREATMENT : i
Total Systea 50 BPH $250,000 $87,000 ? $1,700,000 41,300,000 $820,000
YII1. MONITORING 2
Onsite Laboratory $400,000  $110,000 | $5600, 000 $560, 000 $480,000
flunoff Honiturini $16,000 . $310,000 $230, 000 $150,000
Broungwater Monitoring $32,000  $54,000 | $1,100,000  $830,000  $510,000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $7,800,000 $19,000,000 $18,000,000 $12,000,000
Health ang Safety {(10%) $780,000
Bid Contigency (15%) 41,200,000
Scope Contingency {201} $1,400,000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $11,000,000
Pernittina & Legal {31) $330,000
Services During Construction (BI} $200, 000
TOTAL IXPLEMENTATION COST $12,000,000
Engineering & Design (101) $1,100,000 413
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS s13,000,000 T

PRESENT WORTH

t  Present worth calculated

over & y;. treatsent period.

$32,000,000  $29,000,000 $25,000,000

§8 Present worth calrulated assuming replacesent of 301 topsoil, regrading, and revegetating every 10 yrs,
131 Engineering and design costs do not inciude pre-engineered incineration unit.



Cost Estimate Summary

Alternative 6
TABLE 4-5 . . Incireration of Vadose Soil
Ites ital Annual ) Present Worth 30 Years
st osN H 0tM/Replacenenent
: E 3% b} ) 104
1. GENERAL SITE PREPARATION !
Decontamination Facility $14, 000 $4,500 | $35, 000 $32,000 $26, 000 +
Move Hatson Residence $21,000 '
Extend Site Boundary- $20, 000 H
Extend Site Fence $20, 000 $1,000 | $20, 000 $135, 000 $9, 400
Reroute S. Drainage Ditch $75, 000 :
Diversion Bers $30, 000 5, 000 439,000 $35, 000 $29,000 #
Demolition of Site Structures $54, 000 :
Buildings for Incinerator $120, 000 !
Soil Storage Building $44, 000 ‘3
I1. INCINERATION :
Capital $2, 600, 000 !
Maintenance $100,000 | $800, 000 $700, 000 $580, 000
Operation $3, 500, 000 5 $27, 000,000 $25, 000,000 $20, 000,000 +
I11. EXCAVATION & LOADING (F :
CONTAMINATED MATERIAL :
Drus Excavation/Classification $580, 000 }
Soil Excavation $380, 000 H
Soil Handling and Loading $920, 000 :
Backfill fAsh and Compact $760, 000 :
IV. DOUBLE LINER SYSTEM :
Clay Layer $670, 000 ;
Drainage Systes $260, 000 :
HDPE Liner $520, 000 5,000 | $98, 000 $77,000 $47, 000
Beotextile $180, 000 g
V. MLTI-LAYER CAP :'
Clay Layer $670, 000 H
Liner $310, 000 $5,000 ! $98,000 $77,000 $47,000
Ih-ainage Layer $220, 000 H
Vegetative 5o0il Layer $380, 000 : $230, 000 $180, 000 $86,000 #+
Revegetation $20, 000 $1,000 E $55, 000 $40, 000 421,000
V1. GROUNDWATER :
Slurry Kall $690, 000 {
Wells in Water Table Aquifer $1,200,000  $180,000 | $3,500,000 2,800,000 1,700,000
0il Skimsers $90, 000 H
Wells in Upper Interwediate Unit $82,000  $15,000 !  $290,000  $230,000  $140,000
S Year Pump Replacement 5 $810, 000 $610, 000 $340, 000
VI1. WATER TREATMENT ‘
Total Systes 30 6PM $250, 000 $87, 000 ': $1,700,000  $1,300,000 $820, 000
VIIL. MONITORING :
Onsite Ladoratory $400,000  $110,000 |  $860,000 $780, 000 $630,000 #
Runoff Monitoring $16,000 ! 310,000 X $150, 000
Eroundmater Monitoring $32, 000 $54,000 | $f,100,000 $830, 000 $510, 000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $12, 000, 000 $37,000,000 $33,000,000 $23, 000,000
Health and Safety (10%) $1,200, 000
Bid Contigency (15%) 1, 800, 000
Scope Contingency (20%) $2, 400, 000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $17, 000,000
Perwitting & Legal (5%) $850, 000
Services Uuring Construction (8%) $1, 400, 000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST $19, 000, 000
Engineering & Design (10%) $1,500,000 #2+
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $21, 000, 000
PRESENT WORTH $58, 000,000 $54, 000,000 $46,000, 000

#  Present worth calculated over 9 yr, treatment period.
## Present worth calculated assusing replacesent of 30% topsoil, regrading, and revegetating every 10 ,rs.
#4 Engineering and design costs do not include pre-engineered incireration units.



Cost Estimate Summsary
Alternative 7

TABLE 4-6 Incineration of All Unconsolidated Material
Ites Capital fnnual Present Worth 20 Years
Cost gem 0iM/Replacenenent
' Xy ) 5% 10x
. I. GENERAL SITE PREPARATION }
Decontamination Facility $14, 000 $4, 500 i $43, 000 $40, 000 $31,000
Move Watson Residence $21, 000 '
Extend Site Boundary $20, 000 :
Extend Site Fence $20, 000 $1,000 1 $20, 000 $15, 000 $9, 000
Reroute S. Drainage Ditch $73, 000 :
Diversion Berm $30, 000 $5,000 $50, 000 $44, 000 $34,000 ¢
Desolition of Site Structures $54, 000 :
Soil Storage Building $44, 000 5
1. EXCAVATION & BACKFILLING 3
OF ALL UNCONSOLIDATED MATERIAL ]
Drum Excavation/Classification $580, 000 !
Soil Excavation $4, 300, 000 H
Dewatering Excavation 1500 $1,000 | $10,000 $9, 000 $7,000 #
Soil Handling and Loading $3, 800, 000 !
Backfill Clean Material and Compact $2, 600, 000 :
Backfill Treated Soil and Compact $3, 100, 000 !
I11. INCINERATION '
Capital $4, 000, 000 i
Maintenance $200,000 | $2,000,000  $1,800,000 $1,400,000 #
Operation $11,680,000 1$120,000,000 $100,000,000 $80, 000,000
IV. DOUBLE LINER SYSTEM i
Clay Layer $670, 000 ]
Drainage Systes $260, 000 :
HDPE Liner $520, 000 45,000 | $98, 000 $77, 000 $47, 000
Beotextile $180, 000 '
V. MLTI-LAYER CAP E
Clay Layer $670, 000 :
HOPE Liner $310, 000 $5,000 | 498,000 $77,000 $47, 000
Drauuge Layer . )
Vegetative Soil Layer $580, 000 1 $250,000 $180, 000 $86, 000
Revegetation $20, 000 $1,000 § $55, 000 $40, 000 $21,000 ++
VI. GROUNDWATER :
Slurry Wall $690, 000 1
Drains in Water Table Aquifer $240, 000 $2,500 | $49, 000 $38, 000 $24, 000
Wells in Upper Intermediate Unit $82, 000 $15, 000 '3 $294, 000 $231,000 $141, 000
VIL. WATER TREATMENT !
Total System 50 GPM $250, 000 $87, 000 '! $1,700,000  $1,300,000 $820, 000
VIIL. WONITORING :
Kobile Laboratory $400,000  $110,000 ! 41,100,000 41,000,000 $750,000 #
Runoff Monitoring $16,000 :  $310,000  $250,000  $150,000
Konitoring Wells $32,000  $54,000 ¢ $1,100,000  $830,000  $510,000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $24, 000, 000 $127,000,000 $106,000,000 $84, 000, 000
Health and Safety (10%) $2, 400, 000
Bid Contigency (152) $3, 600, 000
Scope Contingency (20%) $4, 800, 000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $35, 000, 000
Permitting & Legal (S%) $1, 800, 000
Services Uuring Construction (8%) $2, 800, 000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST $40, 000, 000
Engineering § Design (10%) 43,300,000 #2+
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $43, 000, 000
PRESENT WORTH $170, 000,000 $149,000,000 $127,000, 000

t  Present worth calculated over 12 yr. treataent period.
#+ Present worth calculated assuming replacesent of 30% topsoil, regrading, and revegetating every 10 yrs.
#+4 Engineering and design costs do not include pre-engineered incineration units.



fost Estimate Suasary

Alternative B

TABLE 4-7 In Situ Vitrification of Hotspot Soil
Ites Capital  Annual | Present Worth 30 Years
o5t gt i OkM/Replacesesent
5 3 5t 101
1. BENERAL SITE PREPARATION E
Decontamination Facility $14,000 $4,500 | $9,000 $8,000 $8,000 §
Nove Natson Residence 321 000 H
Extend Site Boundary : 520 000 H
Extend Site Fence - 520 000 $1,000 | $20,000 $15,000 $9,000
Rerpute 5. Drainage Ditch $75,000 :
Diversion Bera 640 000 $3,000 : $10,000 $9,000 $9,000
Deaolition of Site Structures $54 000 :
Removal & Incineration of Drums & Tanks $i, 300 000 f
I1. IN SITY VITRIFICATION ?
Lapital $2,200,000 !
{peration and Maintenance $35,300,000 i $10,500,000 $10,200,000 49,500,000 3
111, BACKFILL AND CAP ENTIRE SITE ;
Backfill Subsided Areas with Clean Fill $100,000 :
Clay Layer $670,000 :
HDPE Liner $310,000 $5,000 | $98, 000 $77,000 $47,000
Dra1nage Layer $220, 000 :
Vegetative Soil Layer 3580 900 | $250,000 $180, 000 $86,000 53
Revegetation 570 000 $1,000 a $53, 000 $40,000 $21,000 84
IV, GROUNDNATER ;
Slurry Kall $490,000 :
Wells in Mater Table Aquifer 4, 200 000 $1B0,000 ¢ $3,500,000  $2,800,000 1,700,000
01] Skimmers 590 000 :
eils in Upper Intermediate Unit 582 400 $15,000 | $290, 000 $230, 000 $149,000
5 Year Pusp Repiaceaent 3 $810,000 $610,000 $340,000
V1. WATER TREATMENT !
Total Systen 50 GPM $250,000 $87,000 5 $1,700,000  $1,300,000 $820,000
VI, MONITORING 3
Mobile Laboratory $400,000  $110,000 & $210,000 $200, 000 $190,000
Runoff Moritoring $16,000 | $310,000 $250, 000 $150,000
Monitoring Wells $32,000 $54 000 1 $1,100,000 $830, 000 $510,000
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL 8,000,000 $19,000,000 $17,000,000 $14,000,000
Health and Safety (10%) $800,000
Bid Conti?ency {15%) $1, 200 000
Scope Contingency (201) $, 600 000
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $12,000,000
Peraitting & Legal (51) $600,000
Services During Construction {B1) 41,000,000
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST $14,000,000
Engxneerlng & Design (101) $1,400,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS T sts.e00,000 0T
PRESENT WORTH $34,000,000 $32,000,000 $29,000,000

$ Present worth calculated over 2 yr, treatsent period,

$8 Fresent worth calculated assuming replaceaent of J0X topsoil, regrading, and revegetating every 10 yrs.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

Request for Cancurrence on the Record of Decision for Remedial
Action at the Summit National Site, Deerfield, Chio

Basil G. Constantelos, Director and Robert B. Schaefer
Waste Management Division (SH-12) Regional Counsel (SC)

Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator

By this memorandum we are recommending that you authorize the
Remedial Action for the Summit National site by executing the
attached Record of Decision (ROD).

The ROD was prepared in accordance with the Camprehensive
Envirormental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 42
U.S.C. 9601 et. seq., the National Contingency Plan, 40 CFR
Part 300, and the Agency policy. We have reviewed the
docauments attached and have concluded that the ROD is both
legal and technically sufficient. As such, we believe that

the implementation of the remedial measures is a proper exercise
of your delegated authority.

Please feel free to comtact either of us should you have any
questions.

Attaciment
boec: J. McPhee, 5C

M. Canavan, SRA
G. Pinzon, SHR

McPhee Pinzon
Kyte Dikinis
Elam Kulma
Schaefer Neidergang

Gade Constantelos




REMEDIAL ALTERRATIVE SELECTION
RECORD OF DECISION
SIGN-OFF

PROJECT NAME:

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER:

RPM TELEPHONE NUMBER:

1. OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS:

State Community Relations Coordinator:

2. INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS:

State Coordinator:

3. OFFICE OF REGIONAL COUNSEL:

Site Attorney: date
Section Chief: date
SWERB Chief: date
Deputy RC: date
Regional Counsel: date

4. MASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION:

Remedial Project Manager: date
SMS, Unit Chief: date
SMS, Section Chief: date
OSF, Acting Assoc. Director: date
CES, Project Manager: date
CES, Unit Chief: date
CES, Section Chief: date

WMD, Director: date




